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ONE IS AT THE JANESVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY, 316 SOUTH MAIN STREET, JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN; AND THE OTHER IS AT
THE LA PRAIRIE TOWNSHIP CLERK'S HOME/OFFICE, 915 SHARON ROAD, JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN.  ALL FORMAL REPORTS
SUBMITTED BY THE PRPS DURING THE WHEELER PIT RI/FS ARE AVAILABLE AT THESE LOCATIONS.  THE REPOSITORIES ALSO
CONTAIN DOCUMENTS PREPARED BY US EPA, SUCH AS FACT SHEETS AND THE PROPOSED PLAN, AS WELL AS DOCUMENTS
PREPARED BY US EPA'S OVERSIGHT CONTRACTOR.

US EPA NOTIFIED THE LOCAL COMMUNITY, BY WAY OF THE PROPOSED PLAN, OF THE RECOMMENDATION OF A REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVE FOR THE WHEELER PIT.  TO ENCOURAGE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE SELECTION OF A REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVE, US EPA SCHEDULED A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FROM JULY 12 TO AUGUST 11, 1990.  THIS PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD WAS EXTENDED TO AUGUST 24, 1990.  ADDITIONALLY, ON AUGUST 8, 1990, US EPA HELD A PUBLIC MEETING TO
DISCUSS THE RECOMMENDED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE AND THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES FIGURE 2 IDENTIFIED AND EVALUATED IN
THE FS.  A TRANSCRIPT OF THIS MEETING IS INCLUDED AS PART OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR THE WHEELER PIT
SITE.  US EPA'S RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THIS PUBLIC MEETING AND TO WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED
DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ARE INCLUDED IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY WHICH IS ATTACHED TO THIS ROD.

PRESS RELEASES WERE SENT TO JANESVILLE AND ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS, MEDIA, AND ADVERTISEMENTS WERE PLACED IN THE
JANESVILLE GAZETTE CONCERNING THE AVAILABILITY SESSION, PUBLIC MEETING AND COMMENT PERIOD.

#SRRA
SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR THE WHEELER PIT SITE IS INTENDED TO BE THE FINAL RESPONSE ACTION AT THE SITE.  THE
REMEDY WILL COMBINE SOURCE CONTROL, SITE ACCESS AND LAND-USE RESTRICTIONS, AND LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER
MONITORING.  IN SUMMARY, THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL INCLUDE CONSOLIDATING WASTE THAT IS CURRENTLY ON ADJACENT
PROPERTY ONTO CMC PROPERTY, REMOVING TREES AND VEGETATION FROM THE LANDFILL, INSTALLING AN NR 504.07 CAP,
PROVIDING FOR INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS INCLUDING FENCING THE SITE AND RESTRICTING SITE USE VIA LAND USE
RESTRICTIONS, AND CONDUCTING LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING.  THE COMPONENTS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY ARE
DESCRIBED IN GREATER DETAIL IN SECTION 9.0.  THIS REMEDY WILL BE SUBJECT TO A REVIEW IN FIVE YEARS SINCE
WASTE MATERIAL ABOVE HEALTH-BASED LEVELS WILL BE LEFT ON SITE.

NO PRINCIPAL THREAT WHICH WARRANTS TREATMENT AT THE SITE HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED.  THE LEVEL OF CONTAMINATION
REMAINING IN THE WASTE ON SITE CAN BE RELIABLY CONTROLLED OVER TIME THROUGH ENGINEERING AND INSTITUTIONAL
CONTROLS; THEREFORE, TREATMENT IS NOT PRACTICABLE.  HOWEVER, THE WASTE MASS IN PLACE REPRESENTS A POTENTIAL
THREAT THROUGH CONTACT AND A RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE ENVIRONMENT, AND THE PRESENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION MAY BE A THREAT TO THE ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC HEALTH.  THIS REMEDIAL ACTION WILL
ADDRESS THESE CONCERNS.

DURING THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM, IF IT IS SHOWN THAT THE GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS BECOME WORSE OR DO
NOT IMPROVE OVER A REASONABLE PERIOD OF TIME, US EPA MAY EVALUATE OPTIONS FOR A GROUNDWATER TREATMENT
PROGRAM.  WHETHER ADDITIONAL MEASURES ARE NEEDED WILL BE DETERMINED BY US EPA AND THE WDNR AS DISCUSSED IN
SECTION 9.0.

#SSC
SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

THE SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE IS THE ESTIMATED 22.3 MILLION GALLONS OF SLUDGES AND COAL ASH WHICH
GM DISPOSED OF IN WHEELER PIT.  THE DISPOSAL AREA WAS LOCATED IN A PORTION OF THE FORMER SAND AND GRAVEL PIT
AND WAS NOT LINED.  ACCORDING TO THE RESULTS OF THE RI, THE WASTE/FILL COVERS AN APPROXIMATELY 3.4 ACRE AREA
AND RANGES FROM 0-23 FEET IN THICKNESS.  AT ITS DEEPEST POINT THE WASTE IS APPROXIMATELY 10 FEET ABOVE THE
WATER TABLE.  THE ESTIMATED VOLUME OF WASTE IS 60,600 CUBIC YARDS (CU YDS).  THE PREDOMINANT CONTAMINANTS IN
THE WASTE MATERIALS ARE TOLUENE, ETHYLBENZENE, XYLENES, PHTHALATES, POLYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS (PAHS)
AND METALS.  CONCENTRATION RANGES FOR ORGANIC COMPOUNDS DETECTED IN TEST PIT WASTE SAMPLES ARE AS FOLLOWS:

            ! TOLUENE, ETHYLBENZENE, XYLENES:  TOTAL CONCENTRATIONS RANGING FROM 3,302 UG/KG TO
508,000 UG/KG.

            ! PHTHALATES: DETECTED AS INDIVIDUAL COMPOUNDS AT CONCENTRATIONS RANGING FROM 450 UG/KG TO



630,000 UG/KG.

            ! PAHS: TOTAL PAH CONCENTRATIONS RANGED FROM 9,520 UG/KG TO 152,000 UG/KG.

TOLUENE, ETHYLBENZENE AND XYLENES ARE VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCS).  VOCS ARE COMPOUNDS WHICH TEND TO
EVAPORATE WHEN EXPOSED TO AIR.  PHTHALATES ARE SEMI-VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS ASSOCIATED WITH PLASTICS AND
PLASTIC-MAKING PROCESSES.  PAHS ARE SEMI-VOLATILES DERIVED FROM COAL AND OIL TARS AND THE INCOMPLETE
COMBUSTION OF CARBONACEOUS MATERIALS.

NINE METALS WERE DETECTED IN TEST PIT WASTES AT MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS THAT WERE AT LEAST 10 TIMES THE
BACKGROUND SOIL CONCENTRATIONS.  THEY ARE (WITH MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION):

ANTIMONY (20 MG/KG)                     LEAD (3,130 MG/KG)
BARIUM (14,500 MG/KG)                   MERCURY (0.28 MG/KG)
CADMIUM (20.2 MG/KG)                    NICKEL (608 MG/KG)
TOTAL CHROMIUM (1,250 MG/KG)            ZINC (13,100 MG/KG)
COPPER (151 MG/KG)

THE WASTE/FILL MATERIAL ALSO CONTAINS METAL, CONCRETE AND WOOD DEBRIS, CHUNKS OF PAINT SLUDGE, AND A VARIETY
OF OTHER MATERIALS SUCH AS WIRE, INSULATION AND BRICKS.

THE PRESENT COVER AT THE SITE CONSISTS OF 0-6 INCHES OF SAND, ASH OR SILT PLUS 0-2 INCHES OF TOPSOIL.  THIS
COVER IS VEGETATED WITH GRASS AND TREES.  PHTHALATES AND THREE METALS WERE DETECTED IN SURFACE SOIL BOTH
ON-SITE AND SOUTHWEST OF THE WASTE DISPOSAL BOUNDARY.  THE HIGHEST PHTHALATE CONCENTRATION DETECTED WAS 7,200
UG/KG, AND CADMIUM AND LEAD WERE DETECTED AT LEVELS 2-3 TIMES BACKGROUND.  THE RANGE OF BACKGROUND
CONCENTRATIONS FOR CADMIUM WAS .10 -.36 MG/KG AND FOR LEAD WAS 10.3 - 34.9 MG/KG.

APPROXIMATELY 27,600 CU YD OF CONTAMINATED SUBWASTE SOIL IN THE 3.4-ACRE AREA ARE PRESENT BENEATH THE WASTE. 
CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS IN SUBWASTE SOIL WERE LOW RELATIVE TO THE CONCENTRATIONS IN THE TEST PITS. 
STAINING OF SUBWASTE SOILS WAS OBSERVED, BUT IT ONLY EXTENDED APPROXIMATELY 6 INCHES BELOW THE WASTE, IN THE
AREAS SAMPLED.

AS STATED EARLIER, THE GROUNDWATER FLOWS TO THE SOUTHWEST AT A RATE OF 30-365 FEET PER YEAR.  BASED ON THE
WELLS SAMPLED AT THE SITE, THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION APPEARS TO BE LIMITED IN TERMS OF CONTAMINANT
CONCENTRATIONS AND EXTENT.  HOWEVER, THE PLUME LEAVING THE SITE WAS NOT WELL-DEFINED.  CHLORINATED BENZENE
COMPOUNDS -- SUCH AS 1, 4-DICHLOROBENZENE, 1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE AND CHLOROBENZENE -- WERE DETECTED IN TWO
DOWNGRADIENT WATER TABLE WELLS, AS WERE ELEVATED CONCENTRATIONS OF CERTAIN METALS.  1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE WAS
DETECTED AT 24 UG/L AT A WELL ADJACENT TO THE SITE AND AT 25 UG/L AT A WELL FURTHER DOWNGRADIENT.  ARSENIC,
CHROMIUM, IRON AND MANGANESE WERE DETECTED IN DOWNGRADIENT WELLS AT CONCENTRATIONS WHICH EXCEED PREVENTIVE
ACTION LIMITS (PALS).  PALS ARE WISCONSIN STATE GROUNDWATER STANDARDS AND ARE 10 OR 20 PERCENT OF WISCONSIN'S
ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS (ES), WHICH ARE GENERALLY EQUIVALENT TO FEDERAL MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS (MCLS). 
MCLS ARE DRINKING WATER STANDARDS SET FORTH IN THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT (SDWA).  IN ADDITION, PALS ARE A
TRIGGER BY WHICH THE STATE OF WISCONSIN CONTEMPLATES TAKING AN ACTION AT A SITE, WHICH CAN RANGE FROM NO
ACTION TO ACTIVE REMEDIATION.  MANGANESE EXCEEDED ITS ES AT THE FURTHEST  DOWNGRADIENT WELL.  MAXIMUM
CONCENTRATIONS OF THESE METALS IN THE GROUNDWATER AND THE CORRESPONDING PAL AND ES ARE AS FOLLOWS (FOR WELL
LOCATIONS SEE FIGURE 2):

ARSENIC:  32 UG/L IN WELL MW03A
          PAL - 5.0 UG/L  ES - 50.0 UG/L

CHROMIUM:  5.8 UG/L IN WELL MW04A
           PAL - 5.0 UG/L  ES - 50.0 UG/L

IRON:  9,120 UG/L IN WELL MW03A, AND 170 UG/L IN WELL MW03B
       PAL - 150 UG/L  ES - 300 UG/L

MANGANESE:  818 UG/L IN WELL B, AND 158 UG/L IN WELL MW03A



            PAL - 25.0 UG/L  ES - 50.0 UG/L

THE LEVELS OF 1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE DETECTED DO NOT PRESENTLY EXCEED PALS OR ESS, SINCE THE CURRENT STANDARDS
ARE 150 UG/L FOR PALS AND 750 UG/L FOR ESS.  IT IS EXPECTED, HOWEVER, THAT THE PAL WILL BE LOWERED TO 15 UG/L
AND THE ES WILL BE 75 UG/L AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1990.  UNDER THESE NEW STANDARDS, 1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE WILL EXCEED
ITS PAL AT MW03A AND WELL B.

BACKGROUND GROUNDWATER QUALITY INDICATES ELEVATED TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS, ZINC AND NITRATE CONCENTRATIONS
UPGRADIENT FROM THE SITE.  HOWEVER, ELEVATED ALKALINITY, TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS, SPECIFIC CONDUCTANCE AND
OXYGEN DEFICIENT CONDITIONS IN DOWNGRADIENT GROUNDWATER INDICATE GROUNDWATER IMPACTS HAVE RESULTED FROM THE
SITE AS WELL AS FROM POSSIBLE UPGRADIENT SOURCES.  NITRATES EXCEEDED ESS AT 10 WELLS, AND TOTAL DISSOLVED
SOLIDS EXCEEDED ESS AT THE SITE IN 4 WELLS, BUT THIS MAY BE IN PART DUE TO BACKGROUND CONDITIONS.

AT THIS TIME, GROUNDWATER SEEMS TO BE THE PRIMARY POTENTIAL CONTAMINANT MIGRATION PATHWAY.  HOWEVER, BASED ON
AVAILABLE DATA, GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION APPEARS TO BE LIMITED.  THE CLOSEST DOWNGRADIENT PRIVATE WELL IS
900 FEET AWAY.  IT WAS SAMPLED BY THE WDNR IN 1984 AND 1985 FOR VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCS), AND THE
ANALYSES DETERMINED NO VOCS WERE PRESENT.  NO ANALYSIS FOR METALS WAS DONE.  THREE MUNICIPAL WELLS ARE
APPROXIMATELY 2 MILES WEST OF THE SITE, WITH THE NEAREST WELL 6000 FEET NORTHWEST OF THE SITE.

THE RI REPORT STATES THAT REDUCING CONDITIONS IN THE GROUNDWATER MAY BE PARTIALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE METALS
PRESENT IN THE GROUNDWATER.  THESE REDUCING (OXYGEN DEFICIENT) CONDITIONS MAY INCREASE THE SOLUBILITY OF SUCH
METALS AS ARSENIC AND IRON AND TO SOME EXTENT MANGANESE, CAUSING THE RELEASE OF THESE METALS FROM THE
SUBWASTE SOILS.  AS THE REDUCING CONDITIONS DIMINISH AWAY FROM THE SITE, THE AFFECTED METALS WILL READSORB TO
THE SOILS.  WHILE THIS THEORY MAY PARTIALLY EXPLAIN THE PRESENCE OF CERTAIN METALS IN THE GROUNDWATER, US EPA
AND WDNR STILL BELIEVE THAT, BASED ON GROUNDWATER DATA, THESE AND OTHER METALS NOT AFFECTED BY THE
OXIDATION/REDUCTION CHEMISTRY, AS WELL AS THE SEMI-VOLATILE CHLORINATED BENZENE COMPOUNDS, ARE MIGRATING FROM
THE WASTE AT THE SITE.

OTHER ATTENUATING MECHANISMS IDENTIFIED IN THE RI REPORT WERE ADSORPTION OF ORGANIC AND INORGANIC
CONTAMINANTS TO SLUDGE AND FLY ASH; PHYSICAL ENCAPSULATION OF LIQUID AND VOLATILE CONTAMINANTS BY DRIED PAINT
SLUDGES, WHICH WOULD REDUCE THE INTERACTION OF WASTE CONTAMINANTS WITH PERCOLATING WATER; AND BIOCHEMICAL
DEGRADATION OF ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS IN THE WASTE, EVIDENCED BY POSSIBLE REDUCING CONDITIONS IN ONE MONITORING
WELL (MW03A) AND OBSERVATIONS OF SEPTIC ODORS FROM THE WASTE MATERIAL DURING SOIL BORINGS.  ALL OF THESE
MECHANISMS MAY BE CONTRIBUTING TO SOME UNDETERMINED EXTENT TO LIMIT THE MIGRATION OF ORGANICS AND INORGANICS
FOUND AT ELEVATED LEVELS IN THE WASTE.  HOWEVER, THE EXTENT OF THESE MECHANISMS IN THE WASTE AND THE
PERMANENCE OF THESE CONDITIONS IS NOT CERTAIN.

#SSR
SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER BY CONSENT, THE PRPS PREPARED THE BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT DURING
THE RI/FS.  THIS ASSESSMENT, CALLED AN ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT IN THE RI REPORT (CHAPTER 8), FOLLOWED THE
GUIDANCE PROVIDED IN US EPA'S SUPERFUND PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION MANUAL.  US EPA HAS SINCE ISSUED A NEW RISK
ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE DOCUMENT CALLED RISK ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE FOR SUPERFUND: VOLUME I, HUMAN HEALTH EVALUATION
MANUAL.  THIS MORE RECENT GUIDANCE WAS NOT USED.

IN ORDER TO CALCULATE ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT POSED BY THE WHEELER PIT
SITE, INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE SELECTED TO REPRESENT THE CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE.  THIS LIST OF INDICATOR
PARAMETERS IS ONLY A SUBSET OF THE CONSTITUENTS OF CONCERN IDENTIFIED DURING THE RI.  THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS
WHICH WERE IDENTIFIED FOR EACH MEDIUM, WITH THE MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION AT WHICH THEY WERE FOUND, ARE LISTED
BELOW:

SURFACE SOIL

CADMIUM - 1.0 MG/KG
BUTYLBENZYL PHTHALATE (BBP) - 7,200 UG/KG
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE (BEHP) - 160 UG/KG



WASTE/SUBWASTE SOILS          GROUNDWATER

LEAD - 3130 MG/KG             BEHP -  3.0 UG/L
CADMIUM - 20.2 MG/KG          1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE - 25 UG/L
NAPHTHALENE - 110,000 UG/KG   ETHYLBENZENE - 0.8 UG/L
BBP - 630,000 UG/KG           XYLENES - 6.0 UG/L
BEHP - 47,000 UG/KG
ETHYLBENZENE - 53,000 UG/KG
XYLENES - 370,000 UG/KG

AFTER EVALUATING POTENTIAL CURRENT AND FUTURE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS AT THE SITE, THREE EXPOSURE SCENARIOS WERE
CHOSEN TO REPRESENT POSSIBLE RISKS POSED BY THE SITE.  ONE CONSIDERS CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS, AND TWO ASSUME
HYPOTHETICAL FUTURE SITE CONDITIONS.  THESE EXPOSURE SCENARIOS ARE:

1.  TRESPASSER SCENARIO: A TRESPASSER WOULD BE EXPOSED TO CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOILS CURRENTLY ON SITE VIA
INGESTION AND DERMAL ABSORPTION.  THIS SCENARIO ASSUMED THAT A CHILD WOULD TRESPASS TWICE A WEEK, EIGHT
MONTHS/YEAR, FOR 10 YEARS.

2.  GROUNDWATER SCENARIO: FUTURE SITE OCCUPANTS WOULD DRINK CONTAMINATED WATER FROM A PRIVATE WELL.  THIS
SCENARIO ASSUMED THAT A PERSON WOULD DRINK 2L OF WATER EVERY DAY FOR A LIFETIME OF 70 YEARS.

3.  CONSTRUCTION WORKER SCENARIO: FUTURE CONSTRUCTION WORKERS WOULD BUILD ON THE SITE AND WOULD BE EXPOSED
DIRECTLY TO WASTE VIA INGESTION, DERMAL ABSORPTION, AND INHALATION OF FUGITIVE DUST AND VOCS.  THIS SCENARIO
ASSUMED THAT A WORKER WOULD BE EXPOSED EIGHT HOURS/DAY, SEVEN DAYS/WEEK, FOR SIX MONTHS.

USING THESE SCENARIOS, RISK NUMBERS ARE CALCULATED FOR EACH CONTAMINANT.  THESE CALCULATIONS FACTOR IN THE
AMOUNT OF EXPOSURE ASSUMED, THE DOSE OF THE CHEMICAL RECEIVED (BASED ON THE CONCENTRATIONS FOUND DURING THE
RI), AND A CONSTANT SET FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL CHEMICAL WHICH QUANTIFIES THE TOXICITY OF THAT CHEMICAL. 
DIFFERENT CONSTANTS AND EQUATIONS ARE USED BASED ON WHETHER OR NOT THE CHEMICAL IS CARCINOGENIC.  THE
CONSTANT FOR A CARCINOGENIC CHEMICAL IS CALLED A SLOPE FACTOR, AND THE CONSTANT FOR A NONCARCINOGENIC IS
CALLED A REFERENCE DOSE.

THE RESULTS OF THESE CALCULATIONS ARE A CANCER RISK NUMBER FOR CARCINOGENIC RISKS AND A HAZARD INDEX NUMBER
FOR NONCARCINOGENIC RISKS.  THE CANCER RISK NUMBER IS EXPRESSED IN SCIENTIFIC NOTATION AND REPRESENTS A
PROBABILITY OF GETTING CANCER.  FOR EXAMPLE, 1.0E-06 REPRESENTS A RISK OF ONE ADDITIONAL CASE OF CANCER PER 1
MILLION PEOPLE, UNDER THE EXPOSURE CONDITIONS ASSUMED.  US EPA CONSIDERS THIS 1.0E-06 NUMBER AS A POINT OF
DEPARTURE WHEN DETERMINING RISK AT A SITE.  RISKS CALCULATED TO BE LESS THAN THIS VALUE ARE CONSIDERED
PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, WHILE RISKS BETWEEN 1.0E-04 AND 1.0E-06 ARE WITHIN A RANGE
ACCEPTABLE TO US EPA BUT MAY NOT BE CONSIDERED PROTECTIVE DUE TO SITE-SPECIFIC CONDITIONS.  RISKS GREATER
THAN 1.0E-04 ARE UNACCEPTABLE.

THE HAZARD INDEX (HI) NUMBER GENERATED IS INTERPRETED DIFFERENTLY THAN THE CANCER RISK NUMBER.  TO EVALUATE
RISK AT A SITE DUE TO NONCARCINOGENIC CONTAMINANTS, US EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT A HAZARD INDEX LESS THAN 1 IS
PROTECTIVE, WHILE A HAZARD INDEX GREATER THAN 1 IS NOT PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

TABLE 1 SUMMARIZES THE CANCER RISK NUMBERS AND TABLE 2 SUMMARIZES THE HAZARD INDEX VALUES CALCULATED FOR EACH
CHEMICAL UNDER EACH SCENARIO AND EXPOSURE PATHWAY.  THE NUMBERS LISTED IN THESE TABLES REPRESENT THE MAXIMUM
EXPOSURE CONDITIONS BY USING THE GREATEST CONCENTRATION OF A CHEMICAL FOUND IN EACH MEDIA.  THE CUMULATIVE
RISK FOR EACH SCENARIO IS INCLUDED BENEATH EACH TABLE.

IN SUMMARY, THE RISK ASSESSMENT HIGHLIGHTS TWO POTENTIAL FUTURE RISKS AT THE SITE (REFER TO TABLES 1 AND 2):

1.  A POSSIBLE CARCINOGENIC RISK OF 2.0E-05 FOR GROUNDWATER IF A WELL IS PLACED ON SITE; AND

2.  A POTENTIAL NONCARCINOGENIC RISK FOR A CONSTRUCTION WORKER WHO INHALES VOCS WHILE DIGGING IN THE WASTE.
(AVERAGE HI = 1.1, MAXIMUM HI = 8.3)



IN ADDITION, IF NO ACTION IS TAKEN AT THE SITE, THERE IS THE POTENTIAL FOR EROSION TO CONTINUE TO DEGRADE THE
PRESENT COVER AND EVENTUALLY EXPOSE MORE OF THE WASTE.  IF THIS OCCURS, A TRESPASSER AT THE SITE UNDER THESE
CONDITIONS MIGHT ENCOUNTER A RISK SIMILAR TO THAT POSED TO A CONSTRUCTION WORKER.

UNCERTAINTIES

IN ADDITION TO THE CHEMICALS CONSIDERED IN THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT, THERE ARE SEVERAL OTHER CONTAMINANTS
PRESENT IN THE WASTE AND GROUNDWATER WHICH WERE NOT INCLUDED AS INDICATOR CHEMICALS.  THESE WERE EITHER
SCREENED OUT WHEN THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE SELECTED OR DID NOT HAVE KNOWN SLOPE FACTORS OR REFERENCE
DOSES.  THE MOST NOTABLE OF THESE OMISSIONS IS ARSENIC IN THE GROUNDWATER.  ARSENIC WAS DETECTED IN ONE
DOWNGRADIENT WELL IN BOTH PHASES OF GROUNDWATER SAMPLING AT LEVELS OF 29 UG/L AND 32 UG/L.  WHEN US EPA
CALCULATED THE RISK FOR THIS CONTAMINANT USING THE ASSUMPTIONS MADE IN THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT, THE
CARCINOGENIC RISK IS 1.9E-03.  ACCORDING TO THE CURRENT WELL PLACEMENT AND SAMPLING DATA, THIS RISK WOULD BE
PRESENT ONLY IF A WELL WERE PLACED ON SITE OR IN VERY CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE SITE, OR IF GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATED AT THESE LEVELS MIGRATED FROM THE SITE TO AN OFF-SITE WATER SUPPLY WELL.

ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS

NO CRITICAL HABITATS OR ENDANGERED SPECIES ARE AFFECTED BY CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE.

ACTUAL OR THREATENED RELEASES OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES FROM THIS SITE, IF NOT ADDRESSED BY IMPLEMENTING THE
RESPONSE ACTION SELECTED IN THIS ROD, MAY PRESENT AN IMMINENT AND SUBSTANTIAL ENDANGERMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH,
WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT.

#DA
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

IN SEPTEMBER 1989, IT WAS DECIDED TO STREAMLINE THE REMAINDER OF THE RI/FS BASED ON THE STRAIGHTFORWARD
NATURE OF THE SITE.  THE NUMBER OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR THIS SITE WAS REDUCED VERY EARLY IN THE FS
PROCESS, AND ALL GROUNDWATER ALTERNATIVES WERE ELIMINATED FROM THE LIST, BASED ON THE LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS
DETECTED IN THE GROUNDWATER AND THE LIMITED EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION.  THE FOUR REMAINING ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATED IN THE FS REPORT ARE SOURCE CONTROL ACTIONS WHICH RELY ON NATURAL ATTENUATION TO REMEDY THE
GROUNDWATER.  SOURCE CONTROL WILL ADDRESS THE AREA OF CONTAMINATION (AOC), WHICH IS DEFINED BY THE ASH/WASTE
BOUNDARY AS DENOTED IN FIGURE 2.  THE REMEDIATION GOALS ARE TO REDUCE THE THREAT OF DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE
WASTE, TO REDUCE THE INFILTRATION OF WATER INTO THE WASTE WHICH MIGHT LEAD TO FURTHER GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION, AND TO ACHIEVE PALS WHERE TECHNICALLY AND ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE.

THE FOUR ALTERNATIVES ARE SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 3 AND ARE DESCRIBED IN GREATER DETAIL IN THE TEXT WHICH
FOLLOWS.  THE MAJOR APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) WHICH WERE IDENTIFIED FOR
THESE ALTERNATIVES WILL BE DISCUSSED IN SECTION 8.0 - COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES, UNDER COMPLIANCE
WITH ARARS.

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION

US EPA IS REQUIRED TO EVALUATE A NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE AT EVERY SUPERFUND SITE.  IT IS USED AS A BASIS OF
COMPARISON DURING THE EVALUATION OF OTHER ALTERNATIVES.  UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, US EPA WOULD TAKE NO FURTHER
ACTION AT THE SITE TO MONITOR, CONTROL, TREAT, OR OTHERWISE CLEANUP CONTAMINATION.  THE COST OF THIS
ALTERNATIVE IS ZERO. HOWEVER, SINCE WASTE IS BEING LEFT ON SITE, A FIVE-YEAR REVIEW OF CONDITIONS AT THE SITE
WOULD BE REQUIRED.

THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT REDUCE THE THREAT OF DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE WASTE AND WILL NOT REDUCE THE
PERMEABILITY OF THE PRESENT COVER.

ALTERNATIVE 2:  COVER REPAIR AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS

UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE EXISTING COVER WOULD BE REPAIRED IN SELECT AREAS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CLOSURE
REQUIREMENTS PROVIDED IN 1974 IN A LETTER TO GM FROM WDNR.  THESE REQUIREMENTS STATED THAT AT A MINIMUM,



"ADEQUATE EARTHEN COVER MATERIALS AND SUBSEQUENT PLANTING OF THE AREA" BE ACCOMPLISHED IN THE CLOSING OF THE
SITE.  AS PART OF ALTERNATIVE 2, A CAP ANALYSIS WOULD BE PERFORMED DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN/REMEDIAL ACTION
PHASE TO DETERMINE WHERE COVER REPAIR IS REQUIRED.  COVER REPAIR WOULD THEN TAKE PLACE IN AREAS WHERE WASTES
ARE AT OR NEAR THE SURFACE TO PROVIDE A UNIFORM COVER, PROMOTE RUNOFF AND PROMOTE VEGETATION.  EXISTING
TREES, WHICH ARE ROOTED IN THE WASTE, WOULD NOT BE REMOVED.  THE OBJECTIVE WOULD BE TO ACHIEVE A PERMEABILITY
OF THE REPAIRED COVER IN THE RANGE OF 1E-04 CM/SEC TO 1E-05 CM/SEC.

OTHER COMPONENTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE INSTALLATION OF A FENCE AROUND THE SITE, INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, AND
A PROGRAM TO MONITOR GROUNDWATER AND THE COVER.  THE WASTE WHICH IS ON FRANK BROTHERS PROPERTY WOULD BE
CONSOLIDATED INTO THE ORIGINAL DISPOSAL AREA PRIOR TO COVER REPAIR, OR THE FENCE WOULD BE INSTALLED ON FRANK
BROTHERS PROPERTY.  IF THE WASTE WERE REMOVED FROM FRANK BROTHERS PROPERTY, SAMPLING WOULD BE DONE TO ASSURE
THAT NO WASTE REMAINED.

THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD REQUIRE CAREFUL MAINTENANCE TO ENSURE THAT THE COVER REMAINS INTACT.  THIS REMEDY
WOULD NOT SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE RATE OF WATER INFILTRATION INTO THE WASTE.

TIME TO IMPLEMENT:  SEVERAL MONTHS
ESTIMATED COST:
CAPITAL:           $44,000
O&M:               $132,700 PER YEAR
PRESENT NET WORTH: $2,084,000

ALTERNATIVE 3:  ENHANCED CAPPING

UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, ONE OF THREE CAP SYSTEMS WOULD BE INSTALLED OVER THE WASTE AT THE SITE.  DESCRIPTIONS
OF THE THREE CAPS ARE PROVIDED BELOW:

CAP A: THIS CAP WOULD CONSIST OF 2 FEET OF COMPACTED CLAY AND 6 INCHES OF TOPSOIL, AS REQUIRED BY NR
181.44(12), WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (WAC).  THIS CAP IS USED FOR RESOURCE CONSERVATION RECOVERY ACT
(RCRA) FACILITIES THAT HAVE INTERIM STATUS.

CAP B: THIS CAP IS A SOLID WASTE CAP WHICH WOULD MEET RCRA SUBTITLE D CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.  SOLID WASTE
LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS ARE MORE SPECIFICALLY DEFINED IN WISCONSIN IN NR 504.07 WAC.  THE COMPONENTS OF
AN NR 504 CAP, FROM BOTTOM TO TOP, ARE 2 FEET OF CLAY, A LAYER OF SOIL 1.5-2.5 FEET THICK, AND 6 INCHES OF
TOPSOIL.

CAP C: THIS CAP IS A HAZARDOUS WASTE CAP WHICH WOULD MEET RCRA LANDFILL CLOSURE REGULATIONS AND RCRA GUIDANCE
FOR DESIGN OF SUBTITLE C CLOSURE.  THIS CAP IS SIMILAR TO A NR 181.44 (13) CAP.  THE CAP WOULD CONSIST OF,
FROM BOTTOM TO TOP, 2 FEET OF COMPACTED CLAY, AN IMPERMEABLE SYNTHETIC MEMBRANE, A 1 FOOT DRAINAGE LAYER, AND
2 FEET OF VEGETATED COVER.

ALL THREE CAPS WOULD PROVIDE A BARRIER BETWEEN THE GROUND SURFACE AND THE WASTE TO PREVENT DIRECT CONTACT. 
EACH CAP ALSO REQUIRES A HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY IN THE LOW PERMEABILITY LAYER OF NOT MORE THAN 1E-07, WHICH
WOULD LIMIT WATER INFILTRATION.  CAP A, HOWEVER, DOES NOT HAVE A SUFFICIENT SOIL COVER TO PROTECT THE LOW
PERMEABILITY CLAY LAYER FROM FREEZE/THAW DAMAGE, AND DOES NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR CLOSURE OF A SOLID
WASTE FACILITY IN WISCONSIN.  CAP A WILL THEREFORE NOT BE CONSIDERED FURTHER IN THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
SECTION.  CAP B DOES MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR CLOSURE FOR A SOLID WASTE LANDFILL UNDER NR 504.07, WAC. 
WHILE BOTH SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE REGULATIONS ARE POTENTIAL ARARS, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT AN NR 504.07 CAP
PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION AT THIS SITE.  SUBTITLE C LANDFILL REQUIREMENTS, WHILE RELEVANT WERE DETERMINED
NOT TO BE APPROPRIATE, BASED ON SITE-SPECIFIC CIRCUMSTANCES.  THIS DETERMINATION WAS MADE BASED ON THE
HAZARDOUS PROPERTIES OF THE WASTE, ITS COMPOSITION AND MATRIX, AND THE NATURE OF THE RELEASE FROM THE SITE.

FIRST, ACCORDING TO AVAILABLE RECORDS, NO RCRA LISTED HAZARDOUS WASTE WAS DISPOSED OF AT THE SITE.  IN
ADDITION, BASED ON AN ANALYSIS OF THE WASTE, THE LEVELS OF HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS IN THE WASTE ARE NOT AT
LEVELS THAT WOULD BE EXPECTED TO BE CHARACTERISTIC FOR ANY OF THE NEWLY IDENTIFIED ORGANIC TOXICITY
CHARACTERISTIC CONSTITUENTS OR FOR METALS.



SECOND, THERE IS SOME EVIDENCE THAT THE DRIED PAINT SLUDGES AND FLY ASH HAVE ACTED TO ATTENUATE ORGANIC AND
INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS, TO A DEGREE WHICH HAS YET TO BE DETERMINED WHICH LIMITS MIGRATION FROM THE WASTE
MATRIX.

FINALLY, GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION APPEARS TO BE LIMITED TO A DEGREE BECAUSE OF THE ATTENUATION MECHANISMS
REFERRED TO ABOVE.  FOR THESE REASONS, IT IS DETERMINED THAT A SUBTITLE C CAP IS NOT APPROPRIATE IN LIGHT OF
THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE SITE.  THEREFORE, ONLY CAP B WILL BE CARRIED FORWARD TO THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
SECTION, AND THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL BE REFERRED TO AS ALTERNATIVE 3B.

OTHER COMPONENTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE INSTALLATION OF A FENCE AROUND THE SITE, INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, AND
A PROGRAM TO MONITOR GROUNDWATER AND THE CAP.  THE WASTE WHICH IS ON FRANK BROTHERS PROPERTY WOULD BE
CONSOLIDATED INTO THE ORIGINAL DISPOSAL AREA PRIOR TO CAPPING, IN ORDER TO MINIMIZE THE AREA TO BE CAPPED. 
TO IMPLEMENT THIS ALTERNATIVE, TREES ON SITE WOULD HAVE TO BE REMOVED, EITHER BY PULLING THEM UP BY THE ROOTS
OR BY CUTTING THEM OFF AT GRADE.  IF THE LATTER IS DONE, A GAS VENTING SYSTEM WOULD HAVE TO BE INSTALLED AS
PART OF THE CAP TO RELEASE GAS GENERATED AS THE TREE ROOTS DECOMPOSE.

TIME TO IMPLEMENT:  SIX MONTHS

ESTIMATED COST: (FOR CAP B ONLY) (DOES NOT INCLUDE GAS
CAPITAL:  $829,600                VENTING SYSTEM COST)
O&M:  $137,300 PER YEAR
PRESENT NET WORTH: $2,940,000

ALTERNATIVE 4:  TREATMENT BY FIXATION

WASTE MATERIALS AT THE SITE WOULD BE UNIFORMLY FIXATED BY CONTROLLED MIXING OF THE WASTE WITH ADDITIVES SUCH
AS PORTLAND CEMENT, LIME, GYPSUM, FLY ASH OR OTHER SOLIDIFICATION AGENTS.  THE WASTE, SURFACE SOIL AND
SUBWASTE SOIL (APPROXIMATELY 91,900 CU. YDS.) WOULD BE EITHER TREATED IN-SITU OR EXCAVATED AND THEN TREATED. 
THIS FIXATION PROCESS WOULD CONVERT THE CONTAMINATED SOIL AND WASTE INTO A SOLIDIFIED MASS WITH THE
CONSISTENCY OF CEMENT.  THE CONTAMINANTS WOULD BE IMMOBILIZED AND WOULD BE PROTECTED FROM INTERACTION WITH
INFILTRATING WATER, THEREBY REDUCING THEIR ABILITY TO LEACH INTO THE GROUNDWATER.  AFTER TREATMENT, THE
SOLIDIFIED WASTE WOULD BE COVERED WITH A SOLID WASTE CAP, AS REQUIRED IN NR 504.07, WAC.

OTHER COMPONENTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS TO LIMIT FUTURE SITE USE AND A PROGRAM TO
MONITOR GROUNDWATER AND THE CAP.  THE WASTE WHICH IS ON FRANK BROTHERS PROPERTY WOULD BE CONSOLIDATED INTO
THE ORIGINAL DISPOSAL AREA PRIOR TO IN-SITU TREATMENT, AND WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND ADDED TO THE REST OF THE
WASTE FOR THE EXCAVATION AND TREATMENT OPTION.  TO IMPLEMENT THIS ALTERNATIVE, TREES AND ROOTS ON SITE WOULD
BE REMOVED PRIOR TO THE TREATMENT PROCESS.

THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL PREVENT DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE WASTE, LIMIT THE MOBILITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS, AND
EFFECTIVELY REDUCE INFILTRATION OF WATER INTO THE WASTE AND THE POTENTIAL FOR WATER TO COME INTO CONTACT WITH
THE CONTAMINANTS.

TIME TO IMPLEMENT:  ONE YEAR

ESTIMATED COST:                  IN-SITU                EXCAVATE
CAPITAL:                       $11,563,900              $12,223,600
O&M: (ANNUALLY)                0-5 YRS -                $137,000;
5-10 YRS -                     $ 73,800;
10-30 YRS -                    $ 42,100
PRESENT NET WORTH:             $12,731,000              $13,391,000

#CAA
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES: THE NINE CRITERIA

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NCP, THE RELATIVE PERFORMANCE OF EACH ALTERNATIVE IS EVALUATED USING THE NINE CRITERIA
(SECTION 300.430(E)(9)(III)) AS A BASIS FOR COMPARISON.  AN ALTERNATIVE PROVIDING THE "BEST BALANCE" OF



TRADEOFFS WITH RESPECT TO THE NINE CRITERIA IS DETERMINED FROM THIS EVALUATION.

A.  THRESHOLD CRITERIA

1.  OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

THIS CRITERION ADDRESSES WHETHER A REMEDY PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION AND DESCRIBES HOW RISKS POSED THROUGH
EACH PATHWAY ARE ELIMINATED, REDUCED OR CONTROLLED THROUGH TREATMENT, ENGINEERING CONTROLS, OR INSTITUTIONAL
CONTROLS.

ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4 WOULD PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH OVER TIME.  ALTERNATIVE 1 WOULD NOT
BE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT IN THAT IT DOES NOTHING TO REDUCE CURRENT AND FUTURE
EXPOSURE TO SITE CONTAMINANTS.  ALTERNATIVE 2 WOULD REDUCE POTENTIAL CONTACT WITH CONTAMINANTS IN THE WASTE,
BUT THE VEGETATED SOIL COVER DIRECTLY ABOVE THE WASTE WOULD REMAIN LESS THAN 1 FOOT THICK AND WOULD BE
SUBJECT TO FREEZING AND THAWING CYCLES WHICH WOULD LIKELY LESSEN THE INTEGRITY OF THE COVER.  FENCING AND
OTHER INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, WHICH ARE IMPLEMENTED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE COVER REPAIR, ARE NOT AS RELIABLE
AS THE CONTAINMENT AND TREATMENT OPTIONS OFFERED IN ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4.  GIVEN THESE UNCERTAINTIES,
ALTERNATIVE 2 MAY NOT ADEQUATELY MAINTAIN PROTECTION OVER TIME.  ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4, WHILE POSSIBLY
EXPOSING SOME OF THE WASTE DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDY, WOULD ULTIMATELY PROVIDE A 4-5 FOOT CLAY AND
SOIL LAYER ABOVE THE WASTE MATERIAL.

ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4 ALSO PROVIDE PROTECTION AGAINST WATER INFILTRATION, WHICH WOULD REDUCE THE POTENTIAL
FOR RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE GROUNDWATER.  ALTERNATIVE 4 WOULD IMMOBILIZE CONTAMINANTS AND ELIMINATE
THE POTENTIAL FOR A FUTURE RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE GROUNDWATER.  PRESENT GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION
SHOULD DECREASE OVER TIME.  WHILE ALL ALTERNATIVES WOULD LEAVE WASTES REMAINING AT THE SITE, ALTERNATIVE 3B
(CAPPING) AND ALTERNATIVE 4 (FIXATION) WOULD REDUCE THE SHORT AND LONG-TERM RISKS AT THE SITE BY UTILIZING
STANDARD ENGINEERING OR TREATMENT METHODS.

2.  COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

THIS CRITERION EVALUATES WHETHER AN ALTERNATIVE MEETS APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS SET
FORTH IN FEDERAL, OR MORE STRINGENT STATE, ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS PERTAINING TO THE SITE OR PROPOSED ACTIONS.

SINCE ALTERNATIVES 2, 3 AND 4 ARE SIMILAR IN THAT THEY ARE SOURCE CONTROL REMEDIES AND ADDRESS THE SAME
PROBLEM AT THE SITE, THE SAME ARARS APPLY TO EACH AND WILL BE IDENTIFIED AND DISCUSSED BELOW.

I.  IDENTIFICATION OF ARARS

A.  CLOSURE

THERE ARE NO FEDERAL OR STATE CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR SOLID WASTE OR HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILLS WHICH ARE
APPLICABLE TO THIS SITE, BECAUSE THE SITE WAS ORIGINALLY CLOSED PRIOR TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THESE
REGULATIONS.  THE EXISTING LANDFILL COVER DOES NOT MEET SECTION NR 504.07, WAC, THE CURRENT STATE LANDFILL
CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS, WHICH ARE SIMILAR TO THE PROPOSED FEDERAL SUBTITLE D REGULATIONS.  CHAPTER NR 504, WAC,
IS APPLICABLE TO THE CLOSURE OF (CURRENTLY) PERMITTED SOLID WASTE LANDFILLS IN THE STATE.  SINCE THE WHEELER
PIT SITE IS SUFFICIENTLY SIMILAR TO A SOLID WASTE LANDFILL, CH. NR 504, WAC, REQUIREMENTS ARE RELEVANT TO THE
WHEELER PIT SITE.  CHAPTER NR 504, WAC, REQUIREMENTS ARE WELL-SUITED FOR THE WHEELER PIT SITE DUE TO THE
REDUCTION OF INFILTRATION BY THE CLAY LAYER AND THE LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS OFFERED BY THE FROST PROTECTION
LAYER.  THUS, CH. NR 504, WAC, THE CURRENT SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS, ARE ALSO APPROPRIATE
FOR THIS SITE.  IN PART, SECTION NR 504.07, WAC, REQUIRES THAT THE CAP BE COMPOSED OF A 2-FOOT LAYER OF
COMPACTED CLAY OVERLAIN BY A FROST-PROTECTIVE SOIL LAYER.  THE REPAIRED COVER PROPOSED IN ALTERNATIVE 2
WOULD, AT MOST, CONSIST OF 8 INCHES OF SOIL OVER THE WASTE AND WOULD NOT COMPLY WITH THIS ARAR.  ALTERNATIVE
3, CAP B AND THE CAP PLACED AFTER THE TREATMENT PROCESS IN ALTERNATIVE 4 WOULD BOTH MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF
SECTION NR 504.07, WAC.

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN IS AUTHORIZED TO IMPLEMENT PORTIONS OF THE RCRA SUBTITLE C PROGRAM.  AS STATED IN THE
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 3 IN SECTION 7.0 ABOVE, RCRA SUBTITLE C IS CONSIDERED A RELEVANT BUT NOT



APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENT AT THIS SITE.

B.  GROUNDWATER STANDARDS

1.  FEDERAL ARARS

MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS (MCLS), AND TO A CERTAIN EXTENT, MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL GOALS (MCLGS), THE
FEDERAL DRINKING WATER STANDARDS PROMULGATED UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT (SDWA), ARE APPLICABLE TO
MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLIES SERVICING 25 OR MORE PEOPLE.  AT THE WHEELER PIT SITE, MCLS AND MCLGS ARE NOT
APPLICABLE, BUT ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE, SINCE THE SAND AND GRAVEL AQUIFER IS A CLASS IIA AQUIFER WHICH
IS PRESENTLY BEING USED IN THE AREA SURROUNDING THE SITE AND WHICH COULD POTENTIALLY BE USED FOR   DRINKING
IN THE AREA OF CONCERN.  MCLGS ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE WHEN THE STANDARD IS SET AT A LEVEL GREATER THAN
ZERO (FOR NON-CARCINOGENS), OTHERWISE, MCLS ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE AT SUPERFUND SITES.  THE POINT OF
COMPLIANCE FOR MCLS AND MCLGS IS AT THE BOUNDARY OF THE LANDFILLED WASTES OR THROUGHOUT THE PLUME IF WASTES
ARE REMOVED FROM THE SITE.

2.  STATE ARARS

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN HAS PROMULGATED GROUNDWATER QUALITY STANDARDS IN CH. NR 140, WAC, WHICH THE WDNR
STATES IS BEING CONSISTENTLY APPLIED TO ALL FACILITIES, PRACTICES, AND ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE REGULATED BY THE
WDNR AND WHICH MAY AFFECT GROUNDWATER QUALITY IN THE STATE.  CHAPTER 160, WIS. STATS., DIRECTS THE WDNR TO
TAKE ACTION TO PREVENT THE CONTINUING RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS AT LEVELS EXCEEDING STANDARDS AT THE POINTS OF
STANDARDS APPLICATION.  CHAPTER 160 DEALS WITH ALL GROUNDWATER, NOT JUST DRINKING WATER OR POTABLE AQUIFERS. 
THE GROUNDWATER QUALITY STANDARDS ESTABLISHED ARE PREVENTIVE ACTION LIMITS (PALS) AND ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS
(ESS), WHICH ARE DESCRIBED IN DETAIL IN SECTION 5.0 OF THIS DOCUMENT.  THE CHEMICALS AT THE SITE WHICH EXCEED
THESE STANDARDS ARE ALSO DISCUSSED IN SECTION 5.0. (WISCONSIN) ALTERNATIVE CONCENTRATION LIMITS (WACLS) MAY
ALSO BE ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO CH. NR 140, WAC.  THESE STATE STANDARDS ARE GENERALLY MORE STRINGENT THAN
CORRESPONDING FEDERAL STANDARDS SET FORTH UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT (SDWA) AND ARE RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE FOR THE WHEELER PIT SITE, SINCE THEY ADDRESS OVERALL GROUNDWATER QUALITY RATHER THAN JUST
DRINKING WATER QUALITY.

CONSISTENT WITH THE EXEMPTION CRITERIA OF SECTION NR 140.28, WAC, A WACL MAY BE ESTABLISHED AS THE CLEAN-UP
STANDARD IF IT IS DETERMINED THAT IT IS NOT TECHNICALLY AND ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE TO ACHIEVE THE PAL FOR A
SPECIFIC SUBSTANCE.  EXCEPT WHERE THE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATION OF A COMPOUND HAS BEEN DETERMINED TO EXCEED
THE ES SET FORTH IN NR 140, WAC, THE WACL THAT IS ESTABLISHED UNDER 140.28(4)(B) MAY NOT EXCEED THE ES FOR
THAT COMPOUND.  A DETERMINATION OF TECHNICAL OR ECONOMIC INFEASIBILITY MAY BE MADE AFTER FIVE YEARS IF IT
BECOMES APPARENT THAT THE CONTAMINANT LEVEL HAS CEASED TO DECLINE OVER TIME AND IS REMAINING CONSTANT AT A
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT LEVEL ABOVE THE PAL (OR ANY WACL ESTABLISHED DUE TO HIGH BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS)
IN A DISCRETE PORTION OF THE AREA OF ATTAINMENT, AS VERIFIED BY MULTIPLE MONITOR WELLS. 

THE STATE, IN CH. 140, WAC, HAS SET FORTH LISTS OF POTENTIAL RESPONSES TO BE TAKEN WHEN EITHER A PAL OR ES IS
EXCEEDED.  NO ACTIVE GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION IS PRESENTLY PROPOSED, WITH THE INTENTION THAT SOURCE CONTROL
AND NATURAL ATTENUATION OF THE GROUNDWATER IS A SUFFICIENT RESPONSE AT THIS TIME.  THIS IS BASED ON THE
CHEMICALS AND LEVELS OF THESE CHEMICALS FOUND AT THE SITE DURING THE RI.  AS BOTH ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4
QUALIFY AS POTENTIAL RESPONSES ACCORDING TO THE LIST PROVIDED IN TABLE 6 OF CH. 140, WAC, "RANGE OF RESPONSES
FOR EXCEEDANCE OF ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS FOR SUBSTANCES OF HEALTH OR WELFARE CONCERN", THE STATE CONCURS WITH
THE REMEDY SELECTED IN THIS DOCUMENT.

C.  LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS

ANOTHER SET OF RCRA REGULATIONS WHICH MAY BE AN ARAR AT THE SITE ARE LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS (LDR), 40 CFR
PART 268.  WASTE WOULD BE POTENTIALLY MOVED AT THE SITE IN ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3B DURING CONSOLIDATION OF THE
WASTE FROM FRANK BROTHERS PROPERTY INTO THE ORIGINAL DISPOSAL AREA, OR IN ALTERNATIVE 4 DURING EXCAVATION,
TREATMENT AND REDISPOSAL.  WHAT WILL TRIGGER LDRS IS WHETHER THIS MOVEMENT CONSTITUTES PLACEMENT OF RCRA
HAZARDOUS WASTE.  FOR ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3B, THE CONSOLIDATION OF THE WASTE IS TAKING PLACE WITHIN THE AREA
OF CONTAMINATION (AOC).  IN THIS INSTANCE, THE LDR REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE AT THE SITE.  ALTERNATIVE 4, UNDER THE EXCAVATION AND TREATMENT OPTION, MAY TRIGGER LDR



REQUIREMENTS.  WHETHER LDRS ARE APPLICABLE TO THIS ALTERNATIVE DEPENDS ON IF IT IS DETERMINED THAT RCRA
CHARACTERISTIC HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE PRESENT, SINCE LISTED WASTES WERE NOT DISPOSED AT THE SITE.  BASED ON
THIS EXISTING INFORMATION, LDRS ARE NOT APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE.

II.  DISCUSSION

AS DISCUSSED EARLIER, SOLID WASTE CLOSURE STANDARDS ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS SITE. 
THE LANDFILL COVERS IN ALTERNATIVES 1 AND 2 DO NOT MEET CURRENT WISCONSIN REQUIREMENTS FOR SOLID OR HAZARDOUS
WASTE LANDFILL CLOSURES.

ALTHOUGH NO GROUNDWATER TREATMENT ACTIONS ARE BEING PROPOSED, IT IS ESTIMATED THAT GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANT
LEVELS WILL DECREASE TO LEVELS THAT COMPLY WITH WISCONSIN GROUNDWATER STANDARDS BY REDUCING THE INFILTRATION
OF WATER INTO THE WASTE.  UNDER ALTERNATIVE 1, WATER WOULD CONTINUE TO INFILTRATE AT ITS PRESENT RATE, WITH
ONLY A SLIGHT DECREASE UNDER ALTERNATIVE 2.  ALTERNATIVE 3B WOULD SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE INFILTRATION. 
ALTERNATIVE 4 WOULD BE OF SIMILAR EFFECTIVENESS TO ALTERNATIVE 3B WHILE ALSO GREATLY REDUCING THE POTENTIAL
FOR ANY INFILTRATING WATER TO COME IN CONTACT WITH CONTAMINANTS.

THE CAP IN ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4 WILL ALSO HELP MINIMIZE ANY FUTURE RISKS FROM THE SITE.  THE CAP, IF
MAINTAINED, WOULD PREVENT FUTURE DIRECT CONTACT WITH CONTAMINANTS AND REDUCE INFILTRATION WHICH WILL
MINIMIZE, TO THE EXTENT PRACTICABLE, ANY FUTURE RELEASES INTO THE GROUNDWATER FROM THE SITE.  IT IS EXPECTED
THAT THIS WILL RESULT IN FUTURE COMPLIANCE WITH WISCONSIN STATUTES WHICH REQUIRE THAT FUTURE RELEASES OF
CONTAMINANTS SHOULD NOT EXCEED STATE GROUNDWATER QUALITY STANDARDS.

B.  PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA

3.  LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS/PERMANENCE

THIS CRITERION DELINEATES THE RESIDUAL RISK AND EVALUATES THE ABILITY OF AN ALTERNATIVE TO MAINTAIN RELIABLE
PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT OVER TIME, ONCE CLEANUP OBJECTIVES HAVE BEEN MET.

UNDER ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION), PROTECTION FROM DIRECT EXPOSURE WOULD NOT BE ACHIEVED AND WATER INFILTRATION
WOULD NOT BE REDUCED.  ALTERNATIVE 1 WOULD NOT MAINTAIN PROTECTION OVER TIME DUE TO FREEZING AND THAWING
CYCLES AND EROSION WHICH WOULD LIKELY DAMAGE THE PRESENT COVER.  ALTERNATIVE 2 WOULD BE MORE EFFECTIVE IN
LIMITING DIRECT CONTACT THAN ALTERNATIVE 1, BUT THE COVER WOULD STILL BE EXPOSED TO THE SAME WEATHERING
CONDITIONS AS ALTERNATIVE 1 AND WOULD NEED TO BE CONTINUALLY REPAIRED TO MAINTAIN EFFECTIVENESS. 
ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4 WILL PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION ASSUMING THE CAP IS MAINTAINED.  THIS IS BECAUSE
ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4 REMOVE THE DIRECT CONTACT THREAT AND REDUCE WATER INFILTRATION INTO THE DISPOSAL AREA. 
ALTERNATIVE 3B AND 4 WOULD ALSO BE AFFECTED BY WEATHERING CONDITIONS, BUT THE LOW PERMEABILITY CLAY LAYER IN
THESE ALTERNATIVES WOULD BE PROTECTED BY 2 TO 3 FEET OF SOIL, WHICH WILL MINIMIZE THE IMPACT OF THE FREEZE
AND THAW CYCLES.  THE CLAY CAP IN ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4 MAY ALSO BE AFFECTED BY DESICCATION AND CRACKING AND
BY SUBSIDENCE OF THE WASTE MATERIALS.  UNDER THESE ALTERNATIVES, THE CAP WOULD BE MONITORED FOR CONTINUED
EFFECTIVENESS AND WOULD BE REPAIRED AS NECESSARY.

4.  REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

THIS CRITERIA EVALUATES THE ANTICIPATED PERFORMANCE OF THE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES A REMEDY MAY EMPLOY. 

ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3B WOULD NOT REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME OF CONTAMINANTS THROUGH
TREATMENT.  THESE ALTERNATIVES DO NOT MEET THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT.  ALTERNATIVE 4 WOULD
REDUCE THE MOBILITY OF CONTAMINANTS THROUGH FIXATION, BUT THE TOXICITY WOULD NOT BE REDUCED, AND THE VOLUME
OF WASTE MATERIALS WOULD INCREASE.

5.  SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS ADDRESSES THE PERIOD OF TIME NEEDED TO ACHIEVE PROTECTION AND ANY ADVERSE IMPACTS ON
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THAT MAY BE POSED DURING THE CONSTRUCTION AND IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD.



ALTERNATIVES 2, 3B AND 4 WOULD INVOLVE MOVING A SMALL AMOUNT OF WASTE AT THE SITE.  MINIMAL RISKS TO NEARBY
RESIDENTS POSED BY DUST FROM DIGGING DURING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVES 2, 3B AND 4 WOULD BE
CONTROLLED THROUGH STANDARD DUST CONTROL MEASURES AND HEALTH RISKS TO WORKERS WOULD BE MINIMIZED WITH
PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT.  THERE WILL BE A FENCE AROUND THE SITE DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WHICH WILL
PROTECT NEARBY RESIDENTS.  THIS FENCE WILL REMAIN AFTER CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ARE COMPLETED.  IN
IMPLEMENTING ALTERNATIVES 3B AND 4, THE TREES ON SITE WOULD BE REMOVED IN A WAY TO MINIMIZE DISTURBANCE OF
THE WASTE MATERIALS.  WHILE IT IS RECOGNIZED THAT PLACING A CAP ON A SITE MAY INITIALLY DISTURB THE WASTE,
ALL STANDARD METHODS FOR MINIMIZING SUCH AN IMPACT WILL BE EMPLOYED. IF NECESSARY, SPECIAL EQUIPMENT,
ENGINEERING CONTROLS AND DESIGN TECHNIQUES CAN BE UTILIZED.  ALTERNATIVE 4 WOULD REQUIRE 1 YEAR TO COMPLETE
AND ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3B COULD BE COMPLETED IN APPROXIMATELY 6 MONTHS.

IT IS UNKNOWN HOW LONG BEFORE GROUNDWATER STANDARDS WILL BE MET IN THE AQUIFER.  GROUNDWATER QUALITY WILL BE
EVALUATED DURING THE MONITORING PROGRAM TO DETERMINE IF IT IS IMPROVING OR REMAINING THE SAME.  THE
MONITORING PROGRAM IS EXPECTED TO CONTINUE FOR AT LEAST 30 YEARS.

6.  IMPLEMENTABILITY

THIS CRITERION CONSIDERS THE TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTING AN ALTERNATIVE,
INCLUDING THE AVAILABILITY OF MATERIAL AND SERVICES NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT A PARTICULAR OPTION.

ALTERNATIVES 2, 3B AND 4 ARE TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE, ALTHOUGH ALTERNATIVE 4 MIGHT BE SLIGHTLY MORE DIFFICULT TO
IMPLEMENT BECAUSE THE WASTE WILL BE HANDLED DURING THE TREATMENT PROCESS.  ACCORDING TO THE RI, THE WASTE
CONTAINS REFUSE SUCH AS STEEL-REINFORCED CONCRETE AND ALUMINUM WINDOW FRAMES WHICH PROBABLY WOULD HAVE TO BE
SEPARATED OUT PRIOR TO FIXATION.  FOR ALTERNATIVES 2, 3B AND 4, THERE MIGHT BE SOME ADMINISTRATIVE
DIFFICULTIES IN RECEIVING PERMISSION TO ACCESS ADJOINING PROPERTY, SINCE SOME WASTE  CURRENTLY EXISTS ON
NEIGHBORING PROPERTY.  FOR ALTERNATIVE 4, THE EXCAVATION AND FIXATION OPTION MAY BE SUBJECT TO LAND DISPOSAL
RESTRICTIONS.

ALL PATHWAYS OF RISK WILL RECEIVE ADEQUATE MONITORING THROUGH THE GROUNDWATER AND CAP MONITORING PROGRAMS. 
IF MONITORING IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO DETECT FAILURE OF THE REMEDY AND INCREASED GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION,
NEARBY DOWNGRADIENT HOMES WITH PRIVATE WELLS WOULD POTENTIALLY BE AFFECTED.  TO ADDRESS THIS POSSIBILITY,
PRIVATE WELLS DOWNGRADIENT WILL BE MONITORED TO DETECT CHANGES IN GROUNDWATER QUALITY.  IF ADDITIONAL
REMEDIAL ACTION BECOMES NECESSARY AT THE SITE, THIS WILL BE FAIRLY EASY TO UNDERTAKE UNDER ANY OF THE
ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED HERE.

7.  COST

COSTS INCLUDE THE ESTIMATED CAPITAL AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O & M) COSTS, AS WELL AS PRESENT-WORTH
COSTS.  THESE COSTS FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE ARE PRESENTED IN TABLE 3.

C.  MODIFYING CRITERIA

8.  STATE ACCEPTANCE

US EPA AND WDNR AGREE ON THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE.

9.  COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE IS ASSESSED IN THE ATTACHED RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY PROVIDES
A THOROUGH REVIEW OF THE PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED PLAN, AND THE AGENCY'S RESPONSES TO THOSE
COMMENTS.

#SR
THE SELECTED REMEDY

BASED UPON CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF CERCLA, AS AMENDED BY SARA, AND THE NCP, THE DETAILED
ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES AND PUBLIC COMMENTS, US EPA AND WDNR HAVE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 3B -- THE NR 504.07,



WAC, MULTI-LAYER CAP; CONSOLIDATION OF WASTE; INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING – AS THE
COST-EFFECTIVE PROTECTIVE REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE WHEELER PIT SITE.

UNDER ALTERNATIVE 3B, THE CAP WILL BE PLACED ON THE SITE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE CURRENT REQUIREMENTS OF
SECTION NR 504.07, WAC FOR CLOSURE OF SOLID WASTE FACILITIES.  THE CAP WILL CONSIST OF A GRADING LAYER, A
MINIMUM 2-FOOT CLAY LAYER (COMPACTED TO A PERMEABILITY OF 1E-07 CM/S OR LESS), A FROST PROTECTIVE SOIL LAYER
AT LEAST 1.5 FEET THICK, AND A MINIMUM 6-INCH TOPSOIL LAYER.  THE THICKNESS OF THE SOIL LAYER WILL DEPEND ON
THE FROST PENETRATION DEPTH AT THE SITE.  A DRAINAGE LAYER WILL ALSO BE INCLUDED AS PART OF THE CAP ON TOP OF
THE CLAY LAYER TO ENHANCE DRAINAGE OFF THE CLAY LAYER.  THE WASTE AND SOIL (APPROXIMATELY 400 CU YD) WHICH IS
PRESENTLY ON THE PROPERTY NORTH OF THE SITE WILL BE CONSOLIDATED UNDER THE CAP.  TESTING WILL BE CONDUCTED TO
ASSURE ALL WASTE IS CONTAINED UNDER THE CAP AND TO VERIFY THAT ALL WASTE HAS BEEN REMOVED FROM FRANK
BROTHERS' PROPERTY.

INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS WILL BE RELIED UPON TO ENHANCE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDY, INCLUDING DEED
RESTRICTIONS AND LANDFILL DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS (NR 506).  A CYCLONE FENCE WILL ALSO BE INSTALLED AROUND
THE SITE.  STATE RESTRICTIONS ON THE INSTALLATION OF DRINKING WATER SUPPLY WELLS WITHIN 1200 FEET OF A
LANDFILL (RESTRICTIONS FOUND IN CH. 112, WAC) CANNOT BE RELIED UPON TO LIMIT OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER USE OVER
THE LONG-TERM, SINCE VARIANCES PROVIDED FOR IN SECTION NR 112.04, WAC, MAY BE GRANTED IN THE FUTURE. 
ADDITIONAL GROUNDWATER MONITOR WELLS WILL BE INSTALLED TO MORE FULLY CHARACTERIZE THE GROUNDWATER SYSTEM. 
NEW AND EXISTING WELLS WILL BE MONITORED FOR AT LEAST 30 YEARS.  PRIVATE WELLS LOCATED DOWN-GRADIENT OF THE
SITE WILL ALSO BE MONITORED TO ASSESS POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

THE RISK DUE TO DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE WASTE WILL BE REDUCED IMMEDIATELY AFTER CAP CONSTRUCTION IS
COMPLETED.  IT IS PROJECTED THAT THE CONTAMINATION PRESENTLY IN THE GROUNDWATER WILL BEGIN TO DECREASE OVER
TIME ONCE THE CAP IS IN PLACE.  HOWEVER, GROUNDWATER QUALITY WILL BE EVALUATED DURING THE MONITORING PROGRAM
TO DETERMINE IF IT IS IMPROVING OR REMAINING THE SAME.  THE GOAL OF THE SOURCE CONTROL ACTION WILL  BE TO
ATTAIN THE GROUNDWATER CLEAN-UP STANDARDS AT THE WASTE BOUNDARY OF WHEELER PIT, WHICH IS THE SUGGESTED NCP
POINT OF COMPLIANCE FOR GROUNDWATER.  THE CLEAN-UP GOALS WHICH HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED ARE PALS.

THE INITIAL REVIEW OF THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA WILL BE CONDUCTED WITHIN 5 YEARS AFTER THE COMMENCEMENT
OF REMEDIAL ACTION.  THEREAFTER, THE MONITORING DATA WILL BE REVIEWED AT NO LONGER THAN 5-YEAR INTERVALS.  IN
THE EVENT THAT CONDITIONS AT THE SITE DEGRADE, OR THE REMEDY DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR TIMELY IMPROVEMENT OF
GROUNDWATER, THE EPA AND WDNR WILL CONSIDER ADDITIONAL ACTIONS, AS APPROPRIATE, TO ACHIEVE PROTECTION AT THE
SITE.

TABLE 4 PRESENTS THE DETAILS OF THE COST.

#SD
STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

THE SELECTED REMEDY MUST SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 121 (A-E) OF CERCLA, AS AMENDED BY SARA, TO:

A.  PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT;
B.  COMPLY WITH ARARS;
C.  BE COST-EFFECTIVE;
D.  UTILIZE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE;
AND,
E.  SATISFY THE PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT OR PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION AS TO WHY THIS
PREFERENCE IS NOT SATISFIED.

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 3B AT THE WHEELER PIT SITE SATISFIES THE REQUIREMENTS OF CERCLA, AS AMENDED
BY SARA, AS DETAILED BELOW:

A.  PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

THIS SELECTED REMEDY PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.



IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE WILL REDUCE AND CONTROL POTENTIAL RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT POSED BY EXPOSURE TO SITE CONTAMINANTS AND WILL REDUCE THE SITE AS A SOURCE OF GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATIONY.  SINCE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANT LOADING WILL BE REDUCED DUE TO DECREASED INFILTRATION OF WATER
THROUGH THE CAP, GROUNDWATER QUALITY IS EXPECTED TO IMPROVE OVER TIME.

NO UNACCEPTABLE SHORT-TERM RISKS WILL BE CAUSED BY THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDY.  THE COMMUNITY AND SITE
WORKERS MAY BE EXPOSED TO DUST AND NOISE NUISANCES DURING CONSTRUCTION OF THE CAP.  STANDARD SAFETY PROGRAMS,
SUCH AS FENCING, USE OF PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT, MONITORING AND DUST CONTROL MEASURES, SHOULD MITIGATE ANY
SHORT-TERM RISKS.  STANDARD METHODS FOR MINIMUM DISTURBANCE OF THE WASTE AND FOR PREVENTION OF INFILTRATION,
SUCH AS PLACING A TARP OVER EXPOSED AREAS, WILL ALSO BE EMPLOYED.

B.  COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL COMPLY WITH ALL FEDERAL AND/OR STATE, WHERE MORE STRINGENT, ARARS.  THE FOLLOWING
ARARS WILL BE ATTAINED.

1.  CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS REGULATE THE RELEASE TO THE ENVIRONMENT OF SPECIFIC SUBSTANCES HAVING CERTAIN
CHEMICAL CHARACTERISTICS.

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

            ! CH. NR 140, WAC, AND CH. 160, WISCONSIN STATUTES.  PALS WILL BE ESTABLISHED AS THE
REMEDIATION GOALS.

            ! SDWA MCLS AND MCLGS

"TO BE CONSIDERED" CRITERIA

OCCASIONALLY, ADVISORIES THAT DO NOT MEET THE DEFINITION OF ARAR MAY BE NECESSARY TO DETERMINE WHAT IS
PROTECTIVE AT A SITE.  ALTHOUGH THE NEW CHEMICAL SPECIFIC CLEAN-UP STANDARDS FOR 1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE, WHICH
WERE MENTIONED IN SECTION 5.0 OF THIS DOCUMENT, HAVE NOT BEEN PROMULGATED YET, IT IS A "TO BE CONSIDERED"
CRITERIA WHICH IS PRESENTLY EXCEEDED AT THE SITE.

2.  LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS ARE THOSE REQUIREMENTS THAT RELATE TO THE GEOGRAPHICAL POSITION OF A SITE.

APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS

            ! NR 112, WAC.  REQUIRES THAT NO DRINKING WATER WELLS BE LOCATED WITHIN 1200 FEET OF A
LANDFILL, UNLESS A VARIANCE IS OBTAINED FROM THE WDNR.

            ! NR 506 AND NR 540, WAC.  REGULATES THE DEVELOPMENT OF LANDFILLS.

3.  ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS ARE REQUIREMENTS THAT DEFINE ACCEPTABLE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL PROCEDURES FOR HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES.

APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS

THERE WERE NO APPLICABLE ACTION-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.

RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS



            ! NR 504.07, WAC.  REGULATES DESIGN OF SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CAP.

            ! ADDITIONAL STATE ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS CAN BE FOUND IN THE FS REPORT.

C.  COST-EFFECTIVENESS

A COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDY IS ONE FOR WHICH THE COST IS PROPORTIONAL TO THE REMEDY'S OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS. 
TABLE 3 LISTS THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDIES.

ALTERNATIVE 3B AFFORDS A HIGH DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS BY PROVIDING PROTECTION FROM EXPOSURE TO THE
CONTAMINANTS IN THE WASTE AND MINIMIZING THE INFILTRATION OF WATER INTO THE WASTE.  TREATMENT OF THE SOURCE
(ALTERNATIVE 4) IS GREATER THAN 10 TIMES THE COST OF A CAP AND DOES NOT PROVIDE A SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT
PROPORTIONAL TO ITS COST.  ALTHOUGH ALTERNATIVE 2 IS LESS EXPENSIVE THAN ALTERNATIVE 3B, IT IS NOT
PROTECTIVE.  ALTERNATIVE 3A, ALTHOUGH LESS EXPENSIVE THAN ALTERNATIVE 3B, DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR FROST
PROTECTION.  ALTERNATIVE 3C, WHICH INCLUDES A FLEXIBLE MEMBRANE LINER, IS NOT BELIEVED TO BE APPROPRIATE FOR
THIS SITE.  THEREFORE ALTERNATIVE 3B IS A COST-EFFECTIVE ALTERNATIVE WHICH PROVIDES OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS
PROPORTIONAL TO ITS COST.

D.  UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE RECOVERY
TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE

US EPA AND THE STATE OF WISCONSIN BELIEVE THE SELECTED REMEDY REPRESENTS THE MAXIMUM EXTENT TO WHICH
PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES CAN BE UTILIZED IN A COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER FOR THE
WHEELER PIT SITE.  OF THE ALTERNATIVES THAT ARE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND COMPLY
WITH ARARS, US EPA AND THE STATE HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY PROVIDES THE BEST BALANCE OF
TRADEOFFS IN TERMS OF LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE, REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME
THROUGH TREATMENT, SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS, IMPLEMENTABILITY, COST AND STATE AND COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE.  THE
SELECTED REMEDY CAN BE IMPLEMENTED AND COMPLETED MORE QUICKLY WITH LESS DIFFICULTY AND AT LESS COST THAN THE
WASTE TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE.  THE COST OF THE FIXATION OPTION WAS AN ORDER OF MAGNITUDE GREATER THAN THE CAP,
WITH NOT MUCH INCREASED BENEFIT. 

THE SELECTED REMEDY REPRESENTS THE MAXIMUM EXTENT TO WHICH PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND TREATMENT CAN BE  
PRACTICABLY UTILIZED FOR THIS ACTION, SINCE THE WASTE POSES A LOW-LEVEL, LONG-TERM THREAT AND NO "HOT SPOTS"
WERE IDENTIFIED.  THE LEVEL OF CONTAMINATION REMAINING IN THE WASTE ON SITE CAN BE RELIABLY CONTROLLED OVER
TIME THROUGH ENGINEERING AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, AND TREATMENT IS THEREFORE NOT PRACTICABLE.  A CAP
PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION FROM EXPOSURE TO WASTE AND ACTS AS A BARRIER TO PRECIPITATION INFILTRATION,
ASSUMING THE CAP IS EFFECTIVELY MAINTAINED.

E.  PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT

THE WHEELER PIT SITE CONTAINS WASTE MIXED WITH FLY ASH AND OTHER DEBRIS.  THE LANDFILL DOES NOT APPEAR TO
CONTAIN "HOT SPOTS", AND NO PRINCIPAL THREAT WHICH WARRANTS TREATMENT AT THE SITE HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED.
THEREFORE, SATISFACTION OF THE PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT OF THE REMEDY IS NOT
APPLICABLE.  IN ADDITION, BASED ON THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES, IT HAS BEEN DETERMINED THAT
TREATMENT DOES NOT PROVIDE A SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT PROPORTIONAL TO ITS COST.

#DSC
DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE WHEELER PIT SITE WAS RELEASED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT IN JULY 1990.  THE PROPOSED PLAN
IDENTIFIED ALTERNATIVE 3B, A SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CLAY CAP WITH GROUNDWATER MONITORING, AS THE RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE.  EPA REVIEWED ALL WRITTEN AND VERBAL COMMENTS SUBMITTED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  UPON
REVIEW OF THESE COMMENTS, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES TO THE REMEDY, AS IT WAS ORIGINALLY
IDENTIFIED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN, WERE NECESSARY.

#RS
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY



THIS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY HAS BEEN PREPARED TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 113(K)(2)(B)(IV) AND
117(B) OF THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT OF 1980, AS AMENDED BY
THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1986 (CERCLA), WHICH REQUIRES THE UNITED STATES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (US EPA) TO RESPOND "...TO EACH OF THE SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS, CRITICISMS, AND
NEW DATA SUBMITTED IN WRITTEN OR ORAL PRESENTATIONS" ON A PROPOSED PLAN FOR REMEDIAL ACTION.  THE
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY ADDRESSES CONCERNS EXPRESSED BY THE PUBLIC AND POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS)
IN THE WRITTEN AND ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED BY THE US EPA AND THE STATE REGARDING THE PROPOSED REMEDY FOR THE
WHEELER PIT SITE.

A.  OVERVIEW

I.  BACKGROUND/PROPOSED PLAN

THE WHEELER PIT SUPERFUND SITE IS A 3.8 ACRE PROPERTY LOCATED IN RURAL LA PRAIRIE TOWNSHIP, WISCONSIN,
APPROXIMATELY 1.5 MILES EAST OF THE CITY OF JANESVILLE.  THIS SITE IS LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST PORTION OF THE
FORMER 34-ACRE WHEELER SAND AND GRAVEL PIT.

THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) IDENTIFIED SEVERAL CONCERNS AT THE SITE:  60,600 CUBIC YARDS OF WASTE IN THE
PIT AND GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATED WITH CONSTITUENTS IN EXCESS OF STATE GROUNDWATER STANDARDS.  THE FEASIBILITY
STUDY EVALUATED FOUR CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES TO ADDRESS THESE CONCERNS.  THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR REMEDIAL ACTION
INCLUDED:

            ! CONSOLIDATION OF OFF-SITE WASTE INTO THE ORIGINAL DISPOSAL AREA;

            ! INSTALLATION OF A CAP TO MEET CURRENT STATE LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS;

            ! INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS; AND

            ! GROUNDWATER MONITORING.

II.  PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WAS HELD FROM JULY 12, 1990 TO AUGUST 24, 1990 TO ALLOW INTERESTED PARTIES TO COMMENT
ON THE PROPOSED PLAN IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 117 OF CERCLA.  ON AUGUST 8, 1990, A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD
IN LA PRAIRIE TOWNSHIP, WISCONSIN, AT WHICH THE US EPA AND WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (WDNR)
PRESENTED THE PROPOSED PLAN, ANSWERED QUESTIONS, AND ACCEPTED COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC.  DURING THE PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD, US EPA RECEIVED APPROXIMATELY 29 WRITTEN AND SEVERAL VERBAL COMMENTS CONCERNING THE PROPOSED
PLAN.

B.  COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

PUBLIC INTEREST REGARDING THE SITE HAS BEEN LOW.  THE COMMUNITY GENERALLY SEEMS TO FAVOR TAKING ONLY LIMITED
ACTION AT THE SITE AND WERE CONCERNED WITH THE TYPES AND EXTENT OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS WHICH WOULD BE
PLACED ON LAND NEAR THE SITE.

THE ABOVE CONCERNS WILL BE ADDRESSED IN THE FOLLOWING SECTION.

C.  SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT COMMUNITY COMMENTS

COMMENT 1

ONE COMMENTOR REQUESTED THAT US EPA SAMPLE THE GROUNDWATER ACROSS HIGHWAY O.  HE FURTHER STATED THAT THE SITE
SHOULD BE "COVERED ON A SLANT TO PROTECT THE GROUNDWATER."

RESPONSE

AS PART OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, ONE WELL SOUTH OF HIGHWAY O WAS MONITORED.  BASED ON THE LIMITED



GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION IDENTIFIED AT THE SITE, IT SEEMS UNLIKELY THAT SIGNIFICANT CONTAMINATION WOULD BE
DISCOVERED OFF-SITE.  HOWEVER, US EPA AGREES THAT ADDITIONAL SAMPLES SHOULD BE TAKEN IN THIS LOCATION. 
THEREFORE, AS PART OF THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM DESCRIBED IN THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND ADOPTED
AS THE SELECTED REMEDY IN THE ROD, WE ESTIMATE THAT THREE WELLS SOUTH OF HIGHWAY O WILL BE SAMPLED.  THESE
WELLS WILL INCLUDE WELL 'B', WHICH WAS MONITORED DURING THE RI, AND AT LEAST TWO PRIVATE WELLS.  WE
ANTICIPATE MONITORING THE GROUNDWATER FOR APPROXIMATELY THIRTY YEARS.

THE COMMENTOR ALSO STATED THAT THE SITE SHOULD BE "COVERED ON A SLANT TO PROTECT THE GROUNDWATER", SO THAT
GROUNDWATER RUNS OFF THE SITE INSTEAD OF SINKING INTO THE SOIL AT THE SITE.  THE CAP DESCRIBED IN THE
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WILL DO JUST THAT.  THE CAP WILL CONSIST OF A GRADING LAYER, A MINIMUM 2-FOOT CLAY
LAYER, A FROST PROTECTIVE SOIL LAYER AT LEAST 1.5 FEET THICK, AND A MINIMUM 6-INCH TOPSOIL LAYER.  A DRAINAGE
LAYER MAY ALSO BE INCLUDED AS PART OF THE CAP ON TOP OF THE CLAY LAYER.  THE SPECIFIC PLAN FOR GRADING THE
SURFACE OF THE SITE WILL BE DEVELOPED AS PART OF THE REMEDIAL DESIGN.

COMMENT 2

ANOTHER COMMENTOR SUGGESTED ADDING A COUPLE OF FEET OF CLAY AND GRADING THE SURFACE SO THAT THE RAIN WOULD
DRAIN TO THE SOUTHWEST.

RESPONSE

THE CAP DESCRIBED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN AS THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, AND NOW CHOSEN AS THE SELECTED REMEDY,
WILL BE DESIGNED SO THAT WATER CANNOT ENTER THE SOIL AND MIX WITH THE WASTE AT THE SITE.  THE CAP WILL BE
BASICALLY AN ENGINEERED VERSION OF THE CONCEPT DESCRIBED BY THE COMMENTOR.  STATE REGULATIONS REQUIRE THAT
THE CAP MEET CURRENT SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.  THESE REGULATIONS CALL FOR THE LANDFILL
COVER TO BE COMPOSED OF A GRADING LAYER, A MINIMUM 2-FOOT CLAY LAYER WITH A PERMEABILITY OF 1E-07 CM/SEC, A
FROST-PROTECTIVE SOIL LAYER, AND A MINIMUM 6-INCH TOPSOIL LAYER.  ALTHOUGH RELYING ON A CAP MADE SOLELY OUT
OF CLAY MAY SEEM LIKE A SIMPLER AND CHEAPER APPROACH, THE REQUIREMENTS OUTLINED ABOVE BETTER PROTECT HUMAN
HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT BY ENHANCING THE LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CAP.

COMMENT 3

ANOTHER COMMENTOR REQUESTED THAT THE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL WELLS BE MONITORED.  SHE ALSO REQUESTED INFORMATION
ON HOW DEED RESTRICTIONS IMPOSED AT THE SITE COULD IMPACT ADJOINING PROPERTIES.

RESPONSE

AS PART OF THE MONITORING PROGRAM DESCRIBED IN THE SELECTED REMEDY, NEARBY RESIDENTIAL WELLS WILL BE
MONITORED.

DEED RESTRICTIONS MAY BE USED AS PART OF THE INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS THAT WILL BE USED FOR THE REMEDIAL
ACTION.  POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS OR LIMITATIONS COULD BE INSTITUTED BY UTILIZING ZONING
RESTRICTIONS, OR BY PURCHASING THE LAND OUTRIGHT.  IT IS LIKELY THAT ANY RESTRICTIONS WILL BE RELATED TO THE
SITE ITSELF, AND IF THEY ARE USED THEY WOULD HAVE A MINIMAL IMPACT ON ADJOINING LANDOWNERS.  IF RESTRICTIONS
NEED TO BE PLACED ON ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNER'S LAND, THESE PROPERTY OWNERS WILL BE NOTIFIED PRIOR TO ANY
ACTION.

COMMENT 4

ANOTHER COMMENTOR FELT THAT THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WAS TOO EXPENSIVE.  SHE ALSO STATED THAT THE AGENCY WAS
MOVING TOO FAST, BECAUSE A REMEDY HAD BEEN SELECTED BEFORE A PROBLEM HAD EVEN BEEN FOUND. 

RESPONSE

THE SELECTED REMEDY, ALTERNATIVE 3B, IS COST-EFFECTIVE.  IT AFFORDS A HIGH DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS BY
PROVIDING PROTECTION FROM EXPOSURE TO THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE WASTE AND MINIMIZING THE INFILTRATION OF WATER
INTO THE WASTE.  A DETAILED DISCUSSION OF THE COSTS OF THE VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES MAY BE FOUND IN THE RECORD OF



DECISION.

US EPA DOES NOT BELIEVE THAT IT IS TOO EARLY TO SELECT A REMEDY AND TAKE ACTION AT THE SITE.  IN FACT, THERE
ARE SEVERAL REASONS WHY ACTION MUST BE TAKEN AT THE SITE.  THE RISK ASSESSMENT HAS IDENTIFIED SUFFICIENT
HAZARDS TO NECESSITATE AN ACTION TO PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  IN ADDITION, THE US EPA AND
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN HAVE IDENTIFIED CH. NR 504 WAC AS A RELEVANT REQUIREMENT FOR THE SITE.  ALSO, ON A
PRACTICAL LEVEL, IT MAKES SENSE TO TAKE ACTION NOW.  BY CONSTRUCTING A SOUND CAP OVER THE SITE, ANY FUTURE
RISKS TO GROUNDWATER WILL BE MINIMIZED.  IT WILL ALSO BE LESS EXPENSIVE TO RESPOND NOW, RATHER THAN IN THE
FUTURE.  CONTAMINATION COULD SPREAD MAKING CLEANUP MORE COSTLY.  ALSO, CLEANUP COSTS IN GENERAL WILL LIKELY
INCREASE IF REMEDIATION IS REQUIRED IN THE FUTURE.

COMMENT 5

ANOTHER RESIDENT INQUIRED AS TO WHETHER GMC WOULD BE LIABLE FOR A NEW WELL IF AN EXISTING WELL BECAME
CONTAMINATED DUE TO THE WASTE DISPOSED OF AT THE WHEELER PIT SITE, AND WHO WOULD BE LIABLE IF A LAWSUIT WAS
FILED IN RESPONSE TO USE OF THE EXISTING WELL.

RESPONSE

THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM PROVIDED FOR UNDER THE REMEDIAL ACTION IS INTENDED TO ADDRESS GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION RESULTING FROM THE SITE.  IF IT IS DETERMINED AT A FUTURE DATE, FOR EXAMPLE DURING THE FIVE
YEAR REVIEW PROVIDED FOR UNDER CERCLA, THAT ACTIVE GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION IS REQUIRED, THOSE PARTIES WHO CAN
BE LINKED TO THE CONTAMINATION MAY BE REQUIRED TO CARRY OUT THOSE ACTIVITIES.  CONCERNING A POTENTIAL
LAWSUIT, THE LAWSUIT WOULD BE BETWEEN PRIVATE PARTIES AND US EPA WOULD NOT BE INVOLVED.  TO REITERATE, US EPA
AND WDNR BELIEVE THAT THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM TO BE CARRIED OUT UNDER THE REMEDIAL ACTION, IN
CONJUNCTION WITH THE OTHER ASPECTS OF THE ACTION, IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

D.  SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT PRP COMMENTS

THE PRPS DISAGREE WITH THE PROPOSED PLAN AND ITS SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 3B.  THE PRPS BELIEVE THAT
CONDITIONS AT THE SITE, AND THE ABSENCE OF ANY SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT, WARRANT
THE SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 1, NO ACTION, OR AT MOST ALTERNATIVE 2, COVER REPAIR, FOR THIS SITE.  THEY FEEL
US EPA'S PROPOSED REMEDY POSES A GREATER POTENTIAL THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THAN CURRENT
CONDITIONS, BECAUSE IT MAY DISRUPT STABLE WASTE AND CAUSE THE RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS INTO THE ENVIRONMENT. 
THE COMMENTS FROM THE PRPS ARE ORGANIZED BELOW BASED UPON ISSUE.

I.  SITE HISTORY AND CURRENT CONDITIONS

A.  WASTE FIXATION

COMMENT 1

DISPOSAL PRACTICES AT THE SITE RESULTED IN THE MIXING OF PAINT BOOTH SLUDGES, FLY ASH AND CLARIFIER SLUDGES
FROM GENERAL MOTOR'S AUTOMOBILE ASSEMBLY PLANT.  SINCE THE FLY ASH, ACTING AS A POZZOLANIC MATERIAL, WAS
MIXED WITH CLARIFIER SLUDGES CONTAINING LIME ALL IN THE PRESENCE OF WATER, THE THREE NECESSARY INGREDIENTS
FOR POZZOLANIC STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION WERE PRESENT TO IMMOBILIZE CHEMICALS. 

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THESE MATERIALS WERE PRESENT DURING DISPOSAL AT THE WHEELER PIT SITE.  HOWEVER,
DISPOSAL AT THE SITE WAS NOT AN ENGINEERED SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION PROCESS.  THE PERCENTAGES OF EACH
MATERIAL DISPOSED THERE IS NOT KNOWN, SO THE MATERIALS MAY NOT HAVE BEEN IN THE PROPER PROPORTIONS TO RESULT
IN AN EFFECTIVE TREATMENT PROCESS.  IN ADDITION, THE METHOD OF DISPOSAL WAS A LAYERING PROCESS, NOT A PROCESS
IN WHICH THE MATERIALS WERE MECHANICALLY MIXED, WHICH IS REQUIRED AS PART OF A PROPERLY IMPLEMENTED
SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION TECHNIQUE.  ALSO PRESENT IN THE WASTE ARE PIECES OF CONCRETE, BRICKS, ALUMINUM
FRAMES, AND OTHER DEBRIS WHICH LESSEN THE EFFECTIVENESS AND UNIFORMITY OF ANY SUPPOSED TREATMENT PROCESS.  AS
A RESULT OF THESE UNKNOWNS AND DEVIANCES, US EPA DOES NOT THINK THAT IT CAN BE CONCLUSIVELY STATED THAT ALL



THE WASTE AT THE SITE HAS BEEN STABILIZED AND THAT THE DISPOSAL METHODS USED AT THE SITE HAVE ACHIEVED THE
SAME DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS THAT AN ENGINEERED SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION TREATMENT PROCESS CAN. 
THEREFORE, THE CHEMICALS MAY NOT BE ENTIRELY IMMOBILE AND MAY STILL COME IN CONTACT WITH INFILTRATING WATER
AND BE CARRIED INTO THE GROUNDWATER.

COMMENT 2

IN ADDITION TO THE CHEMICAL FIXATION OF WASTE CONTAMINANTS, THERE IS EVIDENCE OF ENCAPSULATION OF VOLATILE
ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCS).  THE LACK OF SIGNIFICANT VOC DETECTS IN THE SUBWASTE SOILS OR GROUNDWATER ATTEST TO
THE CAPACITY OF THE PAINT "CLODS"  TO PREVENT THE MIGRATION OF VOCS FROM THE WASTE.

RESPONSE

THE SAMPLING METHOD UTILIZED DURING THE RI DOES NOT CONCLUSIVELY PROVE THAT ALL THE VOLATILES IN THE WASTE
ARE CONTAINED IN THE "CLODS".  THE RI DID NOT INVESTIGATE THE ABILITY OF THE "CLODS" TO CONTAIN THE VOCS, NOR
DID IT SUBJECT ANY OF THE WASTE SAMPLES TO THE TOXICITY CHARACTERISTICS LEACHING POTENTIAL (TCLP) ANALYTICAL
PROCEDURE, WHICH IS DESIGNED TO ASCERTAIN THIS VERY ISSUE.  THUS, CONTRARY TO THE PRPS' ASSERTION, THERE IS
LITTLE HARD EVIDENCE OF ENCAPSULATION OF THE VOCS.  THE PRPS HAVE THEMSELVES IDENTIFIED IN THE FS REPORT,
UNDER THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE 4, TREATMENT BY FIXATION, THAT STABILIZATION / SOLIDIFICATION HAS NOT
BEEN DEMONSTRATED TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS VOCS.  SOME VOCS MAY BE AVAILABLE FOR CONTACT WITH INFILTRATING
WATER.

COMMENT 3

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FIXED WASTE TO REDUCE CONTAMINANT MIGRATION, MEETS OR EXCEEDS THE 90 PERCENT TO 99
PERCENT REDUCTION GUIDELINES STATED IN THE NCP FOR TREATMENT THAT WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR A CERCLA REMEDY.

RESPONSE

AS STATED IN THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2, THERE IS LITTLE EVIDENCE THAT THE WASTE IS CHEMICALLY FIXED.  IN FACT
THERE ARE CONTAMINANTS FROM THE WASTE WHICH INDICATE THAT THE MOBILITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS REMAINS A CONCERN. 
THERE IS NO EVIDENCE THAT THE WASTE HAS BEEN TREATED TO REDUCE THE MOBILITY OF CONTAMINANTS BY 90-99 PERCENT.

THE NCP WAS CLARIFYING THE AGENCY'S GOAL TO CONSIDER A WIDE VARIETY OF TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO ADDRESS
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AT SUPERFUND SITES, AND THUS SPECIFIED A TREATMENT RANGE THAT THE TECHNOLOGY SHOULD BE
DESIGNED TO ACHIEVE.

B.  GROUNDWATER

COMMENT 4

NO EVIDENCE OF SIGNIFICANT MIGRATION COULD BE FOUND IN  SUBWASTE SOILS AND GROUNDWATER.  CHEMICALS DETECTED
IN THE WASTE WERE EITHER NOT DETECTED IN SUBWASTE SOILS OR WERE DETECTED IN VERY LOW CONCENTRATIONS.  THE
MOST PLAUSIBLE EXPLANATION FOR THE LACK OF CONTAMINANT MIGRATION IS THAT THE WASTE HAS STABILIZED AND DOES
NOT INTERACT WITH THE PERCOLATING WATER.

RESPONSE

AS STATED IN THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 1, 2 AND 3 IN SECTION I(A), US EPA AND WDNR DO NOT THINK THAT IT CAN
BE CONCLUSIVELY STATED THAT ALL THE WASTE AT THE SITE HAS BEEN STABILIZED AND THAT THE DISPOSAL METHODS USED
AT THE SITE HAVE ACHIEVED THE SAME DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS THAT AN ENGINEERED SOLIDIFICATION / STABILIZATION
TREATMENT PROCESS CAN.  IN FACT, THE PRPS ACKNOWLEDGE THAT SUFFICIENT STABILIZATION / SOLIDIFICATION HAS NOT
BEEN DEMONSTRATED TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS VOCS (SEE COMMENT 2, SECTION I(A)).  THEREFORE, THE CHEMICALS MAY NOT
BE ENTIRELY IMMOBILE AND MAY STILL COME IN CONTACT WITH INFILTRATING WATER AND BE CARRIED INTO THE
GROUNDWATER.  SEE ALSO RESPONSES IN THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS I(C) AND IV(A). 

C.  REDUCING CONDITIONS



COMMENT 5

THE EFFECT OF "REDUCING CONDITIONS" ON GROUNDWATER CHEMISTRY IMMEDIATELY DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE IS TO
ENHANCE THE SOLUBILITY OF CERTAIN MULTIVALENT INORGANIC PARAMETERS (SUCH AS IRON, ARSENIC AND TO SOME EXTENT
MANGANESE CONTAINED IN THE NATURAL SOILS).  THE RESULT IN GROUNDWATER SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM MONITORING WELL
MW3A IS CONCENTRATIONS OF IRON AND ARSENIC IN EXCESS OF CHAPTER NR 140, WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE,
GROUNDWATER STANDARDS.

1.  THE EXTENT OF THE DOWNGRADIENT REDUCING CONDITIONS APPEARS LIMITED.

2.  AS BACKGROUND GROUNDWATER QUALITY CONDITIONS RETURN DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE, THE SOLUBILIZED METALS ARE
REABSORBED AND PRECIPITATE OUT OF SOLUTION.

3.  THE DEGREE OF REDUCING CONDITIONS WILL DIMINISH WITH TIME AS ORGANIC MATTER IN THE FILL DECOMPOSES.

4.  NO CURRENT RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT EXISTS AS A RESULT OF THE REDUCING CONDITIONS.

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT REDUCING CONDITIONS MAY BE IN PART RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PRESENT GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION.  HOWEVER, CONCENTRATIONS OF ARSENIC IN GROUNDWATER AT THE SITE AND IMMEDIATELY DOWNGRADIENT OF
THE SITE INDICATE THAT EXCEEDANCES OF THE NR 140, WAC, PREVENTATIVE ACTION LIMIT (PAL) EXIST, AND THAT THIS
LEVEL PRESENTS A RISK OF 1.9E-03 TO A CONSUMER OF THAT WATER.  WHILE GROUNDWATER AT THE SITE IS NOT PRESENTLY
USED FOR POTABLE PURPOSES, THE POTENTIAL FOR SUCH FUTURE USE EXISTS.  SUCH USE WOULD RESULT IN AN
UNACCEPTABLE HEALTH RISK TO THE USER.  IN ADDITION, FURTHER MIGRATION COULD IMPACT GROUNDWATER WELLS
DOWNGRADIENT.

COMMENT 6

THE CURRENT IMPACT OF CHLORINATED BENZENES IS LOW (CONCENTRATIONS ARE LESS THAN 1/4 OF THE NR 140 PAL
STANDARDS AND THERE IS NO CURRENT RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH).  THE CHLORINATED BENZENES WERE NOT DETECTED IN FILL
MATERIALS AND MAY WELL BE RELATED TO OFF-SITE ACTIVITIES.

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THE CHLORINATED BENZENE COMPOUNDS WERE NOT DETECTED IN THE FILL MATERIAL DURING
TEST-PIT ACTIVITIES, BUT NOTES THAT ANOTHER EXPLANATION OFFERED BY THE RI REPORT WAS THAT CHLORINATED BENZENE
COMPOUNDS IN THE WASTE WERE VERY LOCALIZED.  THE FACT THE COMPOUND WAS NOT FOUND DURING THE LIMITED TEST PIT
ACTIVITIES DOES NOT PROVE THAT THE WASTE IS FROM OFF-SITE, AND US EPA CONSIDERS THE CHLORINATED BENZENE
CONTAMINATION AS A RELEASE FROM THE SITE.

THE POTENTIAL FUTURE RISK, UNDER THE EXPOSURE CONDITIONS IDENTIFIED IN THE RISK ASSESSMENT SECTION OF THE RI
REPORT, IS GREATER THAN THE POINT OF DEPARTURE, 1.0E-06.  FURTHERMORE, THE ACTUAL EXTENT OF 1,4-
DICHLOROBENZENE CONTAMINATION IS UNCERTAIN, SINCE THE FURTHEST DOWNGRADIENT WELL STILL SHOWED ELEVATED
LEVELS, WITH A CONCENTRATION OF 25 UG/L AND A RISK OF 2.0E-05.  THIS RISK, CALCULATED SOLELY ON THE BASIS OF
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE, IS GREATER THAN THE POINT OF DEPARTURE.

IN ADDITION, PALS AND ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS (ESS) FOR 1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE WILL BE LOWERED AS OF OCTOBER 1,
1990, AT WHICH TIME THIS CHEMICAL AT THE SITE WILL EXCEED ITS PAL.  THESE NEW LEVELS ARE "TO BE CONSIDERED"
CRITERIA AT THE SITE.  US EPA BELIEVES THAT THEIR USE IS CONSISTENT WITH THE STATUTORY REQUIREMENT TO PROTECT
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

D.  HUMAN HEALTH

COMMENT 7

EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS IN GROUNDWATER DOES NOT AFFECT CURRENT HEALTH RISKS BECAUSE THE AREA OF IMPACTED



GROUNDWATER IS NOT USED FOR POTABLE PURPOSES.  THE FUTURE RISK WAS ABOVE 1 IN 1 MILLION (1.0E-06), BUT CAN BE
FURTHER REDUCED BY ACCESS AND DEED RESTRICTIONS.

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER AT THE SITE IS NOT USED FOR POTABLE PURPOSES, AND THAT
FUTURE RISK DUE TO GROUNDWATER USAGE CAN BE PARTIALLY ADDRESSED BY ACCESS AND DEED RESTRICTIONS.  IN FACT,
THE SELECTED REMEDY, ALTERNATIVE 3B, INCORPORATES ACCESS AND DEED RESTRICTIONS ALONG WITH GROUNDWATER
MONITORING.  ALTERNATIVE 3B ALSO INCORPORATES A CAP AS A MEANS OF REDUCING INFILTRATION AND PERCOLATION, AND
THUS WILL HELP FURTHER MINIMIZE THE POTENTIAL FUTURE RELEASES OF SITE WASTE CONSTITUENTS TO GROUNDWATER. 
ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT USE AN ADEQUATE COVER OR CAP, AND THUS DOES NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS INFILTRATION AND
PROTECTION OF GROUNDWATER.

IT IS US EPA'S EXPECTATION, AS PROMULGATED IN THE NCP, THAT "CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATERS WILL BE RETURNED TO  
THEIR BENEFICIAL USES WHEREVER PRACTICABLE WITHIN A TIME FRAME THAT IS REASONABLE GIVEN THE PARTICULAR
CIRCUMSTANCES".  AS EXPLAINED EARLIER, US EPA BELIEVES THAT BY CAPPING THE SITE, AND REDUCING INFILTRATION
INTO THE WASTE, GROUNDWATER QUALITY WILL IMPROVE.  IF THIS IS NOT THE CASE, US EPA AND WDNR MAY REQUIRE
ADDITIONAL REMEDIAL ACTION.  US EPA BELIEVES THAT INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS CAN BE USED, AS APPROPRIATE TO
PREVENT EXPOSURES TO RELEASES OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES DURING REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION AND TO SUPPLEMENT
ENGINEERING CONTROLS.  THESE INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS SHOULD NOT SUBSTITUTE FOR ACTIVE RESPONSE MEASURES AS THE
SOLE REMEDY, UNLESS THESE MEASURES ARE IMPRACTICABLE.

US EPA ALSO NOTES THAT GROUNDWATER IS USED BY DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENCES FOR POTABLE PURPOSES.  WHILE THE NEARBY
RESIDENTIAL WELLS WERE NOT SAMPLED AND ANALYZED DURING THE RI, TESTING BY THE STATE OF WISCONSIN IN 1984,
1985 AND 1988 INDICATED THAT THE NEARBY RESIDENTIAL WELLS TESTED DID NOT SHOW DETECTABLE LEVELS OF VOCS. 
THIS TESTING, HOWEVER, DID NOT ANALYZE FOR OTHER SITE CONTAMINANTS.  THE SELECTED REMEDY INCLUDES TESTING OF
NEARBY RESIDENTIAL WELLS AS PART OF ITS GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM.

II.  REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

A.  ALTERNATIVE 2

COMMENT 1

WASTE STABILITY AND GROUNDWATER QUALITY WILL BE MONITORED TO MEASURE GROUNDWATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT OVER
TIME AS REDUCING CONDITIONS DIMINISH.

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT GROUNDWATER QUALITY MONITORING WILL BE KEY TO ASCERTAINING GROUNDWATER QUALITY
IMPROVEMENT OVER TIME, AND AS SUCH WILL BE THE INDIRECT MEASUREMENT OF WASTE STABILITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF
THE IMPLEMENTED REMEDY FOR BOTH ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3B.  HOWEVER, ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT ADEQUATELY PROVIDE
FOR OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT SUFFICIENTLY PROVIDE FOR
LIMITATION OF INFILTRATION AND REDUCTION OF POTENTIAL LEACHING OF SITE WASTE CONSTITUENTS TO GROUNDWATER. 
ALTERNATIVE 3B, THROUGH USE OF AN ENGINEERED NR 504 CAP, DOES PROVIDE FOR LIMITATION OF INFILTRATION AND
REDUCTION OF POTENTIAL LEACHING OF SITE WASTE CONSTITUENTS TO GROUNDWATER.

COMMENT 2

PHYSICAL CONTACT WITH THE WASTE WILL BE PREVENTED THROUGH COVER REPAIR, COVER MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE,
PERIMETER FENCING AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT AN IMPORTANT ASPECT OF THE REMEDY IS THE PREVENTION OF PHYSICAL CONTACT WITH THE
WASTE THROUGH CAPPING, MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP, PERIMETER FENCING, AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS. 
WHILE THE "COVER" TO BE IMPLEMENTED UNDER ALTERNATIVE 2, COVER REPAIR AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, PROVIDES



LIMITED PROTECTION TO RESTRICT PHYSICAL CONTACT WITH THE WASTE THROUGH THE COMBINATION OF CONTROLS AS STATED
ABOVE, IT DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR ADEQUATE PROTECTION FROM FREEZE / THAW CYCLES AND EROSION.  HENCE, ALTERNATIVE
2 MAY SUBJECT THE WASTE TO DISTURBANCE THROUGH EROSION AND SUBSEQUENT RELEASES TO THE ENVIRONMENT. 
FURTHERMORE, ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT ADEQUATELY PROVIDE PROTECTION OF GROUNDWATER.  ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT
SUFFICIENTLY PROVIDE FOR LIMITATION OF INFILTRATION AND REDUCTION OF POTENTIAL LEACHING OF SITE WASTE
CONSTITUENTS TO GROUNDWATER.  AS A RESULT, ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT ADEQUATELY PROVIDE FOR OVERALL PROTECTION
OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  ALTERNATIVE 3B, THROUGH USE OF AN ENGINEERED NR 504 CAP, DOES PROVIDE
FOR LIMITATION OF INFILTRATION AND REDUCTION OF POTENTIAL LEACHING OF SITE WASTE CONSTITUENTS TO GROUNDWATER,
AS WELL AS AFFORDING PROTECTION FROM FREEZES AND THAWS.

COMMENT 3

USE OF IMPACTED GROUNDWATER WOULD BE PREVENTED BOTH THROUGH THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING ACTIVITIES AND
RESTRICTIONS (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) OVER GROUNDWATER USE.

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT GROUNDWATER MONITORING ACTIVITIES AND RESTRICTIONS (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) OVER
GROUNDWATER USE ARE KEY COMPONENTS OF A REMEDY WHICH PROVIDES FOR OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT.  THESE ELEMENTS ARE INCLUDED IN THE SELECTED REMEDY, ALTERNATIVE 3B, ENHANCED CAPPING.  SEE THE
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7 IN SECTION I(D).

COMMENT 4

IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 2 MINIMIZES DISTURBANCE OF THE STABILIZED WASTES AND THEREFORE ELIMINATES THE
POTENTIAL FOR ADVERSE EFFECTS DUE TO DESTABILIZATION AND SUBSEQUENT RELEASES OF FIXED CONTAMINANTS.

RESPONSE

WHILE ALTERNATIVE 2, COVER REPAIR AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, DOES MINIMIZE DISTURBANCE OF WASTES, IT DOES NOT
ELIMINATE THE POTENTIAL FOR ADVERSE EFFECTS DUE TO DESTABILIZATION AND SUBSEQUENT RELEASES OF CONTAMINANTS. 
ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR ADEQUATE PROTECTION FROM FREEZE / THAW CYCLES, AND HENCE MAY SUBJECT THE
WASTE TO DISTURBANCE THROUGH EROSION AND SUBSEQUENT RELEASES TO THE ENVIRONMENT.  US EPA DISAGREES WITH THE
PRPS CONTENTION THAT THE WASTES ARE "STABILIZED" OR "FIXED". SEE THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1 UNDER SECTION I(A)
ABOVE FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION OF THE STABILIZED / FIXED ISSUE.

B.  ALTERNATIVE 3

COMMENT 5

EVIDENCE COLLECTED DURING THE RI INDICATED THE PAINT SLUDGES HAD DRIED INTO "CLODS" ENCAPSULATING POTENTIALLY
MOBILE VOCS.  THE RELEASE OF VOCS TO AIR UPON DISTURBANCE OF THE WASTE AND SUBSEQUENT BREAKING OF CLODS WAS
DOCUMENTED DURING TEST PIT ACTIVITIES AS ELEVATED HNU READINGS.

RESPONSE

WHILE TEST PITTING ACTIVITIES DURING THE RI ENCOUNTERED SOME "CLODS", NO TESTING HAS BEEN DONE OF THESE CLODS
TO EVALUATE THE ASSERTION THAT THEY ARE "ENCAPSULATING" POTENTIALLY MOBILE VOCS NOR IS IT KNOWN HOW EXTENSIVE
THESE "CLODS" ARE.  WHILE US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT BREAKING OF CLODS DURING TEST PIT ACTIVITIES RESULTED IN
ELEVATED HNU READINGS AT THE EXPOSED CUT FACE OF THE EXCAVATION, US EPA NOTES THAT NO ELEVATED HNU READINGS
WERE DETECTED IN THE BREATHING ZONE (I.E., AT FACE LEVEL) IN THE SAME LOCATION.  THIS LACK OF DETECTION IN
THE BREATHING ZONE IS AN INDICATION OF MINIMAL AIR IMPACTS.  HOWEVER, THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF EXCAVATION AND
EARTHMOVING ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH ALTERNATIVE 3B WILL NEED TO BE EVALUATED DURING THE DESIGN PHASE.  THE
DESIGN PHASE WILL ALSO ASCERTAIN THE NEED FOR AN AIR MONITORING PROGRAM IN THE WORK ZONE AND AT THE SITE
PERIMETER DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 3B.

COMMENT 6



THE RESULT OF WARZYN'S MODEL IS THAT A SIGNIFICANT RELEASE OF TOLUENE, ETHYLBENZENE, XYLENES AND OTHER WASTE
CONSTITUENTS COULD OCCUR DUE TO THE DISTURBANCE OF ONLY THE UPPER 2 FEET OF WASTE MATERIALS.  THE CONTAMINANT
CONCENTRATIONS POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN GROUNDWATER FROM SUCH A RELEASE WOULD RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL IMPACTS
TO GROUNDWATER QUALITY.  THE BENEFIT OF REDUCING INFILTRATION THROUGH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 3
WOULD BE MINIMAL AT BEST AND, IN LIGHT OF THE DEMONSTRATED POTENTIAL FOR A RELEASE DUE TO WASTE DISTURBANCE,
WOULD BE INAPPROPRIATE AND IN FACT MORE DANGEROUS.

RESPONSE

THE MODEL REFERRED TO HERE WAS PREPARED BY WARZYN ON BEHALF OF THE PRPS.  THAT MODEL THEORIZES THAT A RELEASE
TO GROUNDWATER OF TOLUENE, ETHYLBENZENE AND XYLENES COULD OCCUR DUE TO DISTURBANCE OF THE UPPER TWO FEET OF
WASTE MATERIALS, BUT ONLY WITH THE EXPOSURE OF THESE WASTE MATERIALS TO A ONE-INCH RAINFALL EVENT.  SIMPLE
ENGINEERING CONTROLS, HOWEVER, EXIST TO ADDRESS THIS VERY PROBLEM, AND CAN BE VERY EASILY IMPLEMENTED WITH
LITTLE COST IMPACT.  AN EXAMPLE OF ONE SUCH CONTROL IS PLACEMENT OF A TARP OVER THE EXPOSED WASTE MATERIAL,
THEREBY ELIMINATING THE POSSIBILITY OF INFILTRATING RAINFALL TO LEACH THE CONTAMINANTS OUT OF THE EXPOSED
WASTE MATERIALS.  WITHOUT THIS RAINFALL EXPOSURE, THE MODELED RELEASE WILL NOT OCCUR.  THE SELECTED REMEDY,
ALTERNATIVE 3B, CAN BE ADEQUATELY ENGINEERED AND IMPLEMENTED TO ADDRESS THIS RISK OF RELEASE.  HOWEVER, IF A
RELEASE WERE TO OCCUR DURING OR AFTER THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY, US EPA AND WDNR WILL
REEVALUATE WHETHER FURTHER REMEDIAL ACTION IS APPROPRIATE.  US EPA IS CONCERNED THAT IF NO ACTION IS TAKEN AT
THE SITE, A RELEASE SUCH AS THAT DESCRIBED ABOVE WOULD BE INEVITABLE.  US EPA AND WDNR THEREFORE BELIEVE
REMEDIAL ACTION IS NECESSARY AT WHEELER PIT.

III.  PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

COMMENT 1

ALTHOUGH ALTERNATIVE 3 WOULD BE MORE EFFECTIVE IN REDUCING INFILTRATION THAN THE COVER REPAIR OPTION,
ALTERNATIVE 2 PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION FROM RISKS.  MONITORING WOULD ENABLE DETECTION OF A FUTURE CHANGE
IN GROUNDWATER QUALITY.  THE LENGTH OF TIME THE WASTES HAVE BEEN IN PLACE (APPROXIMATELY 30 YRS) AND THE
MINIMAL GROUNDWATER IMPACT TO DATE SUPPORTS THE ASSERTION THAT CONTAMINANTS HAVE BEEN STABILIZED, EVEN GIVEN
THE PERMEABILITY OF THE EXISTING COVER.

RESPONSE

WHILE US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT GROUNDWATER MONITORING, TO BE IMPLEMENTED UNDER BOTH ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3B,
WILL ENABLE DETECTION OF FUTURE CHANGES IN GROUNDWATER QUALITY, US EPA DISAGREES WITH THE PRPS' ASSERTIONS
THAT CONTAMINANTS HAVE BEEN ADEQUATELY STABILIZED, AND THAT ALTERNATIVE 2 PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION FROM
RISKS.  SEE THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 1 AND 2 UNDER SECTION I(A) ABOVE FOR A DISCUSSION OF THE
"STABILIZATION" ISSUE.  SEE THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 UNDER SECTION III BELOW FOR A DISCUSSION OF THE
"PROTECTIVENESS" ISSUE.

COMMENT 2

THE LACK OF EVIDENCE SUPPORTING THE AGENCY POSITION THAT GROUNDWATER QUALITY WILL NECESSARILY IMPROVE IN THE
SHORT-TERM WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 3, AS WELL AS THE POSSIBILITY OF DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS
THROUGH ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION, DO NOT SUPPORT SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 3 OVER ALTERNATIVE 2 AS THE SITE
REMEDY. 

RESPONSE

THE NCP ESTABLISHED NINE EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF REMEDIES AT SUPERFUND SITES.  THE FIRST TWO OF
THESE CRITERIA ARE "THRESHOLD" CRITERIA--I.E., IF THE ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED CAN NOT MEET BOTH OF THESE
CRITERIA, THE ALTERNATIVE CAN NOT BE FURTHER CONSIDERED.  THESE TWO THRESHOLD CRITERIA ARE: 1) OVERALL
PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, AND 2) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE AND FEDERAL ARARS.  ALTERNATIVE
2 DOES NOT COMPLY WITH FEDERAL AND STATE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS). 
BECAUSE ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT MEET THIS THRESHOLD CRITERIA, IT CANNOT BE CONSIDERED FURTHER FOR
IMPLEMENTATION AS THE FINAL REMEDY.  THE ISSUE OF "DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS" DUE TO IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE



3B IS ADDRESSED UNDER THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6 UNDER SECTION II(B) ABOVE.  AGAIN, THE PRPS ARE STATING THAT
THEY BELIEVE A RELEASE IS INEVITABLE IF THE WASTE IS DISTURBED.  THIS CONCERNS US SINCE WE ARE REQUIRED TO
PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT OVER THE LONG-TERM.  US EPA DOES NOT BELIEVE ALTERNATIVE 2 WILL
PROVIDE THAT PROTECTION SINCE INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS MAY NOT BE EFFECTIVE, AND THE COVER REPAIR IS NOT
PROTECTIVE OF GROUNDWATER.

COMMENT 3

ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3 ARE EQUALLY PROTECTIVE BECAUSE THEY BOTH RELY ON INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS (E.G., DEED
RESTRICTIONS) TO RESTRICT THE TYPES OF ACCEPTABLE FUTURE SITE DEVELOPMENT.

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3B BOTH RELY ON IDENTICAL INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS TO RESTRICT THE
TYPES OF ACCEPTABLE FUTURE SITE DEVELOPMENT.  ALTERNATIVE 2, HOWEVER, DOES NOT PROVIDE THE SAME LEVEL OF
EFFECTIVENESS AS ALTERNATIVE 3B IN RELATION TO PREVENTION OF DIRECT CONTACT RISK, NOR IN TERMS OF REDUCTION
OF INFILTRATION AND LIMITATION OF POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION.  US EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT
ALTERNATIVE 2 IS NOT PROTECTIVE.

IV.  ARARS

A.  NR 140

COMMENT 1

THE ONLY ES EXCEEDANCES AT WELL B WERE TDS (TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS) AND MANGANESE.  ES EXCEEDANCES ARE NOT
ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE SITE, DIRECTLY NOR INDIRECTLY.  NONE OF THESE EXCEEDANCES POSE A SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO
HUMAN HEALTH NOR THE ENVIRONMENT.  UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, THEREFORE, THE "NO ACTION" OR GROUNDWATER
MONITORING ALTERNATIVES MAY BE APPROPRIATE AND COULD SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS OF NR 140.

RESPONSE

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN ESTABLISHED CHAPTER 160, WISCONSIN STATUTES, AND CHAPTER NR 140, WISCONSIN
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, TO PROTECT NOT ONLY DRINKING WATER QUALITY IN THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, BUT MORE
IMPORTANTLY TO PROTECT THE STATE'S OVERALL GROUNDWATER QUALITY.  IN DOING SO, IT DEVELOPED A SET OF ACTIONS
THAT THE WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES COULD TAKE TO MITIGATE PRESENT AND FUTURE RELEASES,
REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE CONTAMINATION IS FROM PUBLIC HEALTH CONTAMINANTS OR PUBLIC WELFARE CONTAMINANTS
(SUCH AS TDS, IRON, NITRATE, AND MANGANESE).  ALSO SEE THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 1 AND 2 UNDER SECTION IV(A).

THE AGENCIES AND PRPS CONTINUE TO DISAGREE ON WHETHER ACTION, PURSUANT TO CHAPTER NR 140, WAC IS REQUIRED AT
THE WHEELER PIT SITE.  REGARDLESS OF WHETHER OR NOT ACTION IS SPECIFICALLY MANDATED AT THIS SITE BY CHAPTER
NR 140 (WHICH THE STATE BELIEVES IT IS), THE WNDR WOULD LIKE TO POINT OUT THAT NOTHING IN CHAPTER NR 140, WAC
PRECLUDES THE STATE FROM TAKING ACTION UNDER OTHER STATE LAWS.  IN PARTICULAR, NR 140.24(7) STATES "THE
DEPARTMENT MAY TAKE ANY ACTIONS WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF REGULATORY PROGRAMS ESTABLISHED IN STATUTES OR RULES
OUTSIDE OF THIS CHAPTER, IF THOSE ACTIONS ARE NECESSARY TO PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE OR PREVENT A
SIGNIFICANT DAMAGING EFFECT ON GROUNDWATER OR SURFACE WATER QUALITY FOR PRESENT OR FUTURE CONSUMPTIVE OR
NONCONSUMPTIVE USES, WHETHER OR NOT AN ENFORCEMENT STANDARD AND PREVENTATIVE ACTION LIMIT FOR A SUBSTANCE
HAVE BEEN ADOPTED UNDER THIS CHAPTER."

THE US EPA AND STATE DISAGREE WITH THE STATEMENT THAT THE EXCEEDANCES ARE NOT ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE SITE, FOR
SEVERAL REASONS.  FIRST, THE AGENCIES DO NOT BELIEVE THAT SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE HAS BEEN PROVIDED TO
SATISFACTORILY DEMONSTRATE THAT WHEELER PIT IS NOT THE SOURCE NOR CAUSE OF THE CONTAMINATION.  THE COMMENTORS
ALLUDE THAT THE CONTAMINATION IS FROM HIGH BACKGROUND LEVELS OR OTHER OFF-SITE SOURCES.  HOWEVER, SAMPLING TO
SUPPORT THIS STATEMENT HAS NOT BEEN CONDUCTED.  IN PARTICULAR, THE SAMPLING CONDUCTED DOES NOT MEET THE
CRITERIA FOR ESTABLISHING BACKGROUND WATER QUALITY PURSUANT TO NR 140.24, WAC. 

WITH RESPECT TO WHETHER CERTAIN CONTAMINANTS, SUCH AS MANGANESE, WERE DISPOSED OF AT THE SITE, HISTORICAL



DATA WAS UNAVAILABLE ON SPECIFIC WASTE TYPES DISPOSED OF AT WHEELER PIT.  THE US EPA 103(C) NOTIFICATION
FILED BY GENERAL MOTORS-JANESVILLE STATED THAT GENERAL MOTORS DISPOSED OF ORGANICS, INORGANICS, SOLVENTS,
HEAVY METALS, AND WASTES FROM PAINTING PROCESSES, COAL-FIRED BOILERS, AND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PROCESSES. 
INFORMATION ON THE TYPE OF WASTES PRODUCED AT THE GM JANESVILLE PLANT IN LATER YEARS IS AVAILABLE.  IN
PARTICULAR, GENERAL MOTORS RECORDS AVAILABLE AS OF 1979 INDICATE THAT MANGANESE WAS A CHEMICAL FOUND IN THE
JANESVILLE-GM PLAN'S SLUDGE LACQUER, ELPO ULTRAFILTRATE, PRIMER SLUDGE, TRUCK ENAMEL SLUDGE, AND CLARIFIER
SLUDGE.  THIS INFORMATION WAS MADE AVAILABLE TO THE US EPA AND WDNR, BY GM, AS PART OF THE JANESVILLE
SUPERFUND SITE INVESTIGATIONS.

THE RI REPORT, PREPARED BY THE PRPS, DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CONCLUSION THAT THE EXCEEDANCES OF TDS AND
MANGANESE ARE NOT ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE SITE, DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY.  THE RI REPORT (DECEMBER 1989( STATES
"BACKGROUND GROUND WATER QUALITY INDICATES ELEVATED TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS, ZINC AND NITRATE CONCENTRATIONS
UPGRADIENT FROM THE SITE.  ELEVATED ALKALINITY, TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS, SPECIFIC CONDUCTANCE AND REDUCING
(OXYGEN DEFICIENT) CONDITIONS IN DOWNGRADIENT GROUND WATER SUGGEST POSSIBLE GROUND WATER IMPACTS RESULTING
FROM THE SITE, AND/OR OTHER UPGRADIENT SOURCES."

THE PRPS STATE THAT NONE OF THE EXCEEDANCES POSE A SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT,
THUS NO ACTION OR MONITORING IS ACCEPTABLE UNDER STATE LAW.  IT IS US EPA'S AND THE WDNR'S CONTINUED BELIEF
THAT THIS SITE POSES AN ACTUAL OR POTENTIAL RISK WHICH REQUIRES MORE AGGRESSIVE ACTION THAN WHAT IS BEING
PROPOSED BY THE PRPS.  IN ADDITION, IT SHOULD BE MADE CLEAR THAT THE DECISION TO TAKE ACTIVE RESPONSE
MEASURES AT THIS SITE WAS MADE PURSUANT TO THE FEDERAL SUPERFUND LAW AND THE NCP - NOT STATE LAW. 

STATE LAWS, SUCH AS CHAPTER 160, WIS. STATS. AND CHAPTER NR 140, WAC DO COME INTO PLAY IN DETERMINING WHETHER
AN ALTERNATIVE IS ELIGIBLE FOR SELECTION.  IN ORDER FOR AN ALTERNATIVE, SUCH AS GROUNDWATER MONITORING, TO BE
ELIGIBLE FOR SELECTION, THAT ALTERNATIVE MUST BE BOTH PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND
COMPLY WITH FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS (ARARS).  ANY POTENTIAL REMEDY, THEN, WOULD NEED TO
COMPLY WITH CHAPTER 160, WIS. STATS. AND CHAPTER NR 140, WAC.

US EPA AND THE WDNR BELIEVE THAT NO ACTION AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING ARE UNACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES FOR THE
WHEELER PIT SITE, BECAUSE THOSE ALTERNATIVES ARE NEITHER PROTECTIVE, NOR DO THEY COMPLY WITH FEDERAL AND
STATE ARARS.  SPECIFICALLY, THE WDNR BELIEVES THOSE ALTERNATIVES DO NOT COMPLY WITH CHAPTER 160, WIS. STATS.,
AND CHAPTER NR 140, WAC.

ACCORDING TO CHAPTER NR 140, WAC, NO ACTION AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE RESPONSES WHERE
THERE ARE ES EXCEEDANCES OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND/OR PUBLIC WELFARE STANDARDS AT OR BEYOND THE POINT OF STANDARDS
APPLICATION.

COMMENT 2

IN THE ALTERNATIVE, AN EXEMPTION UNDER NR 140.28 WOULD BE APPROPRIATE AND IS HEREBY REQUESTED SINCE DETECTED
CONCENTRATIONS DO NOT POSE A THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE.

RESPONSE

THE WDNR MAY GRANT AN EXEMPTION FROM TAKING REMEDIAL ACTION, IF CERTAIN FACTORS PURSUANT TO NR 140.28 ARE
MET.  IN THE CASE OF THE WHEELER PIT SUPERFUND SITE, THE WDNR WILL NOT GRANT AN NR 140.28 EXEMPTION FROM
TAKING REMEDIAL ACTION SINCE THIS ACTION IS BEING TAKEN PURSUANT TO FEDERAL LAW, NOT STATE LAW.  FURTHER, IF
THIS ACTION WAS SOLELY BEING TAKEN PURSUANT TO STATE LAW, THE WDNR WOULD NOT GRANT AN EXEMPTION.  THE PRPS
HAVE NOT SUFFICIENTLY CHARACTERIZED BACKGROUND, PURSUANT TO NR 140.24.  ADDITIONALLY, THE EXCEEDANCES OF
CHROMIUM, ARSENIC, 1-4 DICHLOROBENZENE, MANGANESE, TDS AND IRON ARE UNACCEPTABLE FROM A PUBLIC HEALTH AND
WELFARE PERSPECTIVE.

B.  NR 504

COMMENT 3

NR 504 STANDARDS HAVE NOT BEEN UNIFORMLY APPLIED TO OLD SITES REGARDLESS OF CURRENT CONDITIONS.



RESPONSE

THE WDNR IS CONSISTENTLY APPLYING CH. NR 504, WAC AT SUPERFUND SITES IN WISCONSIN.  THERE ARE MANY OTHER
LANDFILL SITES IN WISCONSIN WHICH ARE SUPERFUND SITES WHERE SIMILAR ACTION IS TAKING PLACE OR WILL TAKE PLACE
TO COMPLY WITH THIS REGULATION AND CH. NR 140, WAC (E.G., JANESVILLE, ONALASKA, HUNTS DISPOSAL, HAGEN FARM
AND MASTER DISPOSAL).  504 IS ALSO BEING CONSISTENTLY APPLIED TO RECENT REMEDIAL ACTIONS WHERE GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION HAS BEEN FOUND.

COMMENT 4

INSTALLATION OF AN NR 504 CAP WILL RESULT IN GREATER RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND THREATEN
GREATER IMPACTS TO GROUNDWATER AND AIR PATHWAYS THAN CURRENTLY EXIST.  NR 504 WOULD INVOLVE REMOVAL OF
EXISTING TREES AND ROOTS AND OPERATING HEAVY EQUIPMENT ON TOP OF THE WASTE, AND WOULD WEIGH CONSIDERABLY MORE
THAN THE EXISTING COVER.  CONSTRUCTION OF AN NR 504 CAP COULD VERY WELL PROMPT EXCEEDANCES OF NR 140
STANDARDS, RELATING TO PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH.  RELEASES TO AIR COULD OCCUR IF THE ENCAPSULATED WASTES
ARE DISTURBED.

RESPONSE

THE COMMENTOR CONCLUDES THAT INSTALLATION OF AN NR 504 CAP WILL POTENTIALLY CREATE IMPACTS TO GROUNDWATER,
BASED ON THE WARZYN CONTAMINANT TRANSPORT MODEL REFERENCED EARLIER IN THIS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  THE
CATALYST FOR THIS MODEL IS A RAINFALL EVENT, WHICH MAY CREATE A RELEASE OF VOCS TO THE GROUNDWATER IF IT
RAINS AFTER THE WASTE HAS BEEN DISTURBED DURING CAP CONSTRUCTION.  THE RAIN WOULD HAVE TO COME IN TO CONTACT
WITH THE WASTE IN ORDER TO CAUSE THIS GROUNDWATER IMPACT.  IF, AS STATED IN THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6, IN
SECTION II(B), AN ENGINEERING CONTROL WERE IMPLEMENTED DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES, SUCH AS PLACEMENT OF A
TARP OVER THE WASTE TO PREVENT RAINWATER INFILTRATION, THE MODELED IMPACT TO GROUNDWATER WOULD NOT OCCUR.

THE COMMENTOR ALSO STATES THAT A RELEASE TO AIR COULD OCCUR IF THE ENCAPSULATED WASTES ARE DISTURBED.  US EPA
ACKNOWLEDGES THAT, DURING THE RI, VOCS WERE RELEASED WHEN AN ENCAPSULATED WASTE "CLOD" WAS DISTURBED.
HOWEVER, THE HNU ONLY DETECTED SUCH A RELEASE RIGHT NEXT TO THE WASTE, NOT IN THE AMBIENT AIR.  AIR WILL BE
MONITORED DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES TO ASSESS AIR QUALITY.

COMMENT 5

THE STABILIZATION PROCESS PREVENTS THE INTERACTION OF WASTE CONSTITUENTS WITH WATER PERCOLATING THROUGH THE
FILL MATERIAL, AND THESE SUBSTANCES ARE NOT MIGRATING OUT OF THE WASTE.

RESPONSE

US EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THE WASTE CONSTITUENTS APPEAR TO HAVE LIMITED MOBILITY AT THIS TIME.  HOWEVER, BASED
ON THE UNCERTAINTIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE STABILIZATION PROCESS THAT MAY HAVE OCCURRED TO SOME EXTENT AT THE
SITE AND THE PRESENCE OF VOCS, (THESE UNCERTAINTIES ARE OUTLINED IN THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1 UNDER SECTION
I(A)), US EPA IS NOT CONFIDENT THAT INFILTRATING WATER CANNOT INTERACT WITH CONTAMINANTS IN THE WASTE AND
BELIEVES THAT FUTURE RELEASES ARE POSSIBLE.

COMMENT 6

EVEN IF AN NR 504 CAP WERE REQUIRED BY THE REGULATIONS THEMSELVES, AN ARARS WAIVER WOULD BE AND IS HEREBY
REQUESTED SINCE (A) THE STATE HAS NOT CONSISTENTLY APPLIED NR 504 REQUIREMENTS TO OLD LANDFILLS AND (B)
COMPLIANCE (INSTALLATION OF A CLAY CAP) WILL RESULT IN GREATER RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THAN
ALTERNATIVE 2.

RESPONSE

WHILE AN NR 504.07 CAP IS NOT AN APPLICABLE REQUIREMENT, IT IS RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO THE SITE.  AN
ARARS WAIVER IS NOT APPROPRIATE IN THIS INSTANCE.  THE WDNR IS CONSISTENTLY APPLYING CH. NR 504, WAC AT
SUPERFUND SITES IN WISCONSIN.  THERE ARE MANY OTHER LANDFILL SITES IN WISCONSIN WHICH ARE SUPERFUND SITES



WHERE SIMILAR ACTION IS TAKING PLACE OR WILL TAKE PLACE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REGULATION AND CH. NR 140, WAC
(E.G., JANESVILLE, ONALASKA, HUNTS DISPOSAL, HAGEN FARM AND MASTER DISPOSAL).  SEE RESPONSES TO COMMENT 6 IN
SECTION II(B) AND COMMENT 4 IN SECTION IV(B) FOR RESPONSES TO THE PRPS' ASSERTION THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY
WILL RESULT IN GREATER RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

COMMENT 7

ALTERNATIVE 2 ALSO MEETS THE OTHER CRITERIA FOR REVIEW ESTABLISHED BY THE NCP.

RESPONSE

IN SUPPORT OF THIS COMMENT, THE COMMENTOR EVALUATES ALTERNATIVE 2 ACCORDING TO THE NINE CRITERIA IN TABLE 1
OF THE PRPS' COMMENTS.  US EPA DOES NOT AGREE WITH THE COMMENTOR THAT ALTERNATIVE 2 PROVIDES THE BEST BALANCE
OF THE NINE CRITERIA BECAUSE ALTERNATIVE 2 DOES NOT MEET THE THRESHOLD CRITERIA.  ALTERNATIVE 2 IS NOT
PROTECTIVE AND DOES NOT COMPLY WITH ARARS, WHICH EXCLUDES IT FROM SELECTION AS A REMEDY FOR THIS SITE. 

V.  DELETION

COMMENT 1

ONE COMMENTOR SUGGESTED THAT AN APPROPRIATE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SITE IS THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE
AND THAT US EPA DELETE THE WHEELER PIT SITE FROM THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL).  HE FURTHER STATED THAT

1) THERE HAS BEEN NO SIGNIFICANT RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS FROM THE WASTE;

2) APPEARS THAT NO SUBSTANTIAL THREAT OF A RELEASE IS PRESENT; AND

3) THERE ARE NO CURRENT RISKS AT THE SITE, AND ONLY A HIGHLY UNLIKELY NONCARCINOGENIC FUTURE RISK AND
CARCINOGENIC RISK WITHIN THE RISK RANGE.

RESPONSE

US EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT REMEDIAL ACTION IS NECESSARY AT THE WHEELER PIT SITE IN ORDER TO PROTECT THE
PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMENT.  THEREFORE, THE REQUEST FOR DELETION OF THE SITE FROM THE NPL IS
PREMATURE.

THERE HAS BEEN A RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS OR CONTAMINANTS INTO THE ENVIRONMENT.  THIS
RELEASE INCLUDES CHLORINATED BENZENE COMPOUNDS, ARSENIC, CHROMIUM, IRON, AND MANGANESE INTO THE GROUNDWATER.

THERE ALSO CONTINUES TO BE A SUBSTANTIAL THREAT OF A RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS OR
CONTAMINANTS INTO THE ENVIRONMENT WHICH MAY PRESENT AN IMMINENT AND SUBSTANTIAL ENDANGERMENT TO THE PUBLIC
HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMENT.  THIS IS DUE TO THE FACT THAT HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF A LARGE VARIETY OF
CONTAMINANTS ARE "CONTAINED" IN THE WASTE AT THE SITE.  THE PRPS SUBMITTED INFORMATION DESCRIBING THE FRAGILE
NATURE OF THE "SOLIDIFIED" MATERIAL AT THE SITE AND EXPRESS CONCERN THAT THIS MATERIAL WILL BOTH LEACH INTO
THE GROUNDWATER AND VOLATILIZE INTO THE AIR IF THE SITE IS DISTURBED.  BY THEIR OWN ADMISSION, THE BREAKING
UP OF THE "PODS", OR "CLODS" THAT ARE AT THE SITE WILL CREATE A POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS SITUATION.  THIS
INFORMATION FURTHER SUBSTANTIATES THE AGENCY'S CONCERN OVER THE NEED TO TAKE A REMEDIAL ACTION IN ORDER TO
PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT FROM A RELEASE OVER THE LONG TERM.  MONITORING WILL DETECT ANY
RELEASE THAT MAY OCCUR.  THAT INFORMATION WILL BE ASSESSED TO DETERMINE IF FURTHER GROUNDWATER ACTION IS
NECESSARY.  THE CAP (ALONG WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) WILL HELP TO PREVENT INFILTRATION INTO THE WASTE AND
PREVENT DISTURBANCE OF THE WASTE OVER THE LONG-TERM.  IF NO REMEDIAL ACTION IS TAKEN, THERE IS NO ASSURANCE
THAT WASTE DISTURBANCE CAN BE AVOIDED THROUGH THE USE OF A FENCE AND DEED RESTRICTION ALONE.  THE PAL
EXCEEDANCE OF ARSENIC (AS) IN THE GROUNDWATER DOES, IN FACT, POSE A THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT.  THE CANCER RISK DUE TO EXPOSURE TO AS IN GROUNDWATER IS 1.9E-03.  THE TOTAL CARCINOGENIC RISK
DUE TO GROUNDWATER EXPOSURE, EXCLUDING ARSENIC, IS 2.0E-05.  ALTHOUGH THIS FALLS WITHIN THE RANGE OF RISK
LEVELS THAT MAY GENERALLY BE ACCEPTABLE LEVELS, US EPA USES AN INDIVIDUAL LIFETIME EXCESS CANCER RISK OF
(10-6) AS A POINT OF DEPARTURE FOR ESTABLISHED REMEDIATION GOALS FOR THE RISKS FROM CONTAMINANTS AT SITES. 



THIS POINT OF DEPARTURE HAS BEEN EXCEEDED AT WHEELER PIT.

THE NCP ENVISIONS THAT BOTH CURRENT AND FUTURE EXPOSURES ARE TO BE CONSIDERED.  THE FUTURE SCENARIO
DESCRIBING EXPOSURE TO SITE WASTE IS A REASONABLE SCENARIO.  THE RISK POSED UNDER THIS SCENARIO IS
SIGNIFICANTLY ABOVE THE NONCARCINOGENIC ACCEPTABLE LEVEL AT WHICH NO ADVERSE AFFECTS OCCUR.

BECAUSE THERE ARE UNACCEPTABLE RISKS DUE TO EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS AT THE SITE, REMEDIAL ACTION IS
APPROPRIATE FOR THE SITE.  ONCE IT HAS BEEN DETERMINED THAT ACTION IS REQUIRED, ARARS MUST BE MET (OR A
WAIVER FROM MEETING ARARS GRANTED).  SINCE CLOSURE (I.E., NR504) REGULATIONS ARE TRIGGERED, THE SITE, AT
LEAST, NEEDS TO BE CLOSED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THOSE REGULATIONS.

ALTHOUGH THE COMMENTOR BELIEVES THAT THE FUTURE RISK AT THE SITE IS A HIGHLY UNLIKELY SCENARIO, US EPA AND
WDNR DISAGREE.  BY THE PRPS OWN ASSESSMENT, THEY BELIEVE THAT EVEN MINIMAL DISTURBANCE OF THE WASTE MAY
CREATE A RELEASE.

AGAIN, "NO ACTION" IS AN INAPPROPRIATE RESPONSE AND A LIMITED ACTION ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT MEET ARARS AND IS
NOT PROTECTIVE.

FINALLY, REGARDING THE COMMENTOR'S REQUEST THAT THE SITE BE DELETED FROM THE NPL, US EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT
IT IS NOT AN APPROPRIATE TIME TO CONSIDER DELETION PROCEEDINGS.  US EPA MUST CONSIDER WHETHER ANY OF THE
FOLLOWING CRITERIA HAS BEEN MET:

(I) RESPONSIBLE PARTIES OR OTHER PERSONS HAVE IMPLEMENTED ALL APPROPRIATE RESPONSE ACTIONS REQUIRED;

(II) ALL APPROPRIATE FUND-FINANCED RESPONSE UNDER CERCLA HAS BEEN IMPLEMENTED AND NO FURTHER RESPONSE ACTION
BY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES IS APPROPRIATE; OR

(III) THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION HAS SHOWN THAT THE RELEASE POSES NO SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR
THE ENVIRONMENT AND, THEREFORE, TAKING OF REMEDIAL MEASURES IS NOT APPROPRIATE.

US EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT NONE OF THESE CRITERIA HAVE BEEN MET SINCE IT IS DETERMINED THAT TAKING OF
REMEDIAL MEASURES IS APPROPRIATE BASED ON THE FUTURE RISKS FROM THE SITE.

IN ADDITION, SECTION 121 OF CERCLA SPECIFIES THAT US EPA WILL CONDUCT FIVE YEAR REVIEWS AT SITES WHERE
REMEDIAL ACTIONS RESULT IN HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS OR CONTAMINANTS REMAINING ON-SITE.  THERE IS A
POLICY THAT US EPA CONDUCT AT LEAST ONE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW BEFORE DELETING SUCH A SITE FROM THE NPL.  AGAIN,
THE REQUEST FOR DELETION IS PREMATURE IN THAT EVEN IF THE ACTION CHOSEN WERE A "LIMITED ACTION", A FIVE YEAR
REVIEW WOULD STILL BE REQUIRED SINCE THE SITE WOULD NOT PROVIDE FOR UNRESTRICTED USE.

E.  SIGNIFICANT STATE COMMENTS

THE WDNR SUBMITTED THEIR COMMENTS ON THE SELECTED REMEDY IN A LETTER TO US EPA DATED JULY 20, 1990.  ALL OF
THE STATE'S COMMENTS HAVE SINCE BEEN ADDRESSED IN THE RECORD OF DECISION.  THE STATE OF WISCONSIN HAS
REVIEWED THE ROD AND CONCURS ON THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE.



#TA
TABLE 4
COST SUMMARY

   CAPITOL COSTS                  CAP A            CAP B          CAP C

   INSTITITUTIONAL CONTROLS      $10,000          $10,000        $10,000
   CHAIN LINK FENCING W/GATES     19,100           19,100         19,100

   CAPPING
       CAP A - NR 181.44(12)     $331,200            --              --
       CAP B - NR 504.07            --            *543,100           --
       CAP C - NR 181.44(13)        --               --          816,700

   CAPITOL COST SUBTOTAL          $360,300        $572,2000     $845,800

   ADMINISTRATION,
   LICENCING (5 PERCENT)            18,000          28,600        42,300
   ENGINERRING (20 PERCENT)         72,100         114,400       169,200
   CONTIGENCY (20 PERCENT)          72,100         114,400       169,200

   TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS            $522,500        $829,600    $1,226,500

   RATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS (ANNUAL)

       CAP MAINTENANCE            $4,700          $4,700       $4,700
       MONITORING - CAP            4,300           4,300        4,300
       MONITORING - GROUNDWATER  110,400         110,400      110,400

   ANNUAL OPERATING AND
   MAINTENNCE COST SUBTOTAL       $119,400        $119,400    $119,400

   CONTINGENCY (15 PERCENT)       $17,900         $17,900     $17,900

   ANNUAL OPERATION AND
   MAINTENANCE COST TOTAL         $137,300        $137,300     $137,300

   EAR PRESENT NET WORTH
   (5 PERCENT DICCOUNT RATE)      $2,633,000      2,940,000   $3,337,000

COST DOES NOT INCLUDE DRAINAGE LAYER


